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TO THOSE WHO READ THIS BOOK 


Students often say to me : “I don’t know any history ; I thinl 
it would be a good thing to learn some.” What they seem to meai 
is that they have never had a 'Tourse” in history, or have neve 
read Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire j o 
Mr. Rhodes’s History of the United States from the Compromis 
of 1850^ or other hooks similar to these. But they are great!; 
mistaken if they think they /Mon’ t know any history.” Ever; 
man, woman, §^nd child knows some history, enough at least t 
stumble along in the world. 

Suppose, for example, that you had a'wakened this mornin 
totally unable to remember anything — all your other facultic 
working properly, but memory entirely gone. You would be i 
a bad way indeed 1 You wouldn’t know who you were, or where 
what you had done yesterday, or what you intended or other peop 
expected you to do today. \¥hat could you do in that case 
Wander about helplessly, seeing and hearing things, taking thei 
in as altogether new, not at all knowing what they might mea 
in relation either to the past or the future You would have ' 
discover your little world all over again, much as you discovery 
it in childhood; you would have to ‘Te-orient’^ yourself and g 
a new running start. In short, you would be a lost soul becau 
you had ceased to have any knowledge of history, the history; 
your personal doings and associations in the past. 

For history is no more than things said and done in the pa 
It is as simple as that ; and we might as well omit the word ^^pas) 
since everything said and done is already in the past as soon; 
it is said or done. Done, but not done with. We have to rememl 
many things said and done in order to live our lives intelligent! 
and so far as we remember things said and done we have 
knowledge of history, for that is what historical knowledge is 
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memory of things said and done. Thus everyone has some 
knowledge of history, and it is quite essential that everyone should 
have, since it is only by remembering something of the past that 
we can anticipate something of the future. Please note that I do 
not say predict the future. We cannot predict the future, but we 
can anticipate it — we can look forward to it and in some sense 
prepare for it. Now if memory of some things said and done is 
necessary, it seems that memory of more things ought to be better. 
The more we remember of things said and done (if they be the right 
things for our purpose), the better we can manage our affairs today, 
and the more intelligently we can prepare for what is coming to 
us tomorrow and next year and ail our lives. 

This is why it is worth while to take courses in history, or to read 
history books — even textbooks, even this boqk. The object 
should always be, not merely to learn enough to pass the examina- 
tions (although that is worth while too, and you will find in this 
book all that is necessary for that purpose), but to make an ^^arti- 
ficial extension’’ of your personal memory. You cannot, of course, 
remember the events of the French Revolution as you remember 
the events that you took part in a year ago ; but by reading 
books about the French Revolution you can create images 
or pictures of the men and events of that great uphoaval; 
and by this artificial extension of memory you can observe these 
events “in the mind’s eye,” and hear these people speak with 
the mind’s ear, in much the same way that you can still see, in 
imagination, events you took part in last year, or hear the friend 
who spoke to you then. The purpose of this book is to help you 
make this artificial extension of memory, help you stretch your 
memory over the last four hundred years, so that, by recalling the 
events that have occurred during that past time, you can more 
intelligently anticipate what is likely to occur during the years that 
are to come. 

Of all the things said and done in the last four hundred yeq^rs, 
only a very few of the most important could possibly be mentioned 
in a single volume like this one. If I had tried to say something 
about ail the events, in ail the countries, the book would have been 
no more than a bare list of names and dates. I thought it would 
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be much better to omit a great many events, and even to say ve 
little or nothing about some countries, so that there would be spa 
enough to describe with some fullness of detail the events aj 
people I did describe. By telling a good deal about a few evei) 
and a few people it would be possible, I thought, to make the 
seem real and perhaps even interesting. I have therefore selecti 
those events and people, some having to do with one country ai 
some having to do with another, which it seemed to me wou 
best serve to explain how the European world of today came 1 
be what it is. .1 have tried to relate these events in such a wa 
that the essential facts of each, and their connection one wit 
another, may be easily understood and permanently store 
up in your memories. And to make this a bit easier I hm 
placed with each chapter a kind of graphic representation of th 
course of events which I hope will enable you to take in at a glanc 
the most essential things to be remembered. 

The following persons were kind enough to read the manuscript 
either in whole or in part ; and by pointing out errors of fact, o 
suggesting changes in arrangement or in interpretation and em 
phasis, they have all been of very great service : Miss Jessie C 
Evans, Head of the Department of Social Studies in the Simoi 
Grate High School, Philadelphia ; Mr. Robert I. Adriance, Heac 
of the Social Science Department in the High School, East Orange 
New Jersey; Professor Sidney B. Fay of Harvard University 
Professor Louis R. Gottschalk of the University of Chicago. Mis^ 
Miriam A. Compton, a graduate student at fhe University oj 
Minnesota, assisted in preparing the selected readings. And 1 
desire to express my obligation to Miss Irene M. Gibson and te 
Mrs. Phyllis Cary, both of the editorial staff of Silver, Burdett and 
Company; to the former for her persistence and ingenuity in 
performing the difficult task of obtaining suitable illustrations; 
to the latter for her careful and intelligent preparation of the 
manuscript'for the compositor. If the book has merits these friends 
have all contributed to them ; its faults are all my own. I 

In securing the illustrations assistance was received from thd 
staffs of a number of museums and libraries in this country and 
abroad. Acknowledgment is hereby made of all such assistance! 
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and in particular of that received from the Archives Photo- 
graphiques d’Art et d’Histoire; the New York Pubhc Library; 
and Mr. William M. Ivins, Curator of the Department of Prints, 
Metropolitan Museum of Art. 

Ithaca, New York 


FOREWORD TO THE 1939 AND 1944 EDITIONS 

In the 1939 edition of Modern History, Chapter XXIII was 
entirely revised and brought up to date. The maps were brought 
up to date, and several new maps and pictorial charts were in- 
cluded. These pictorial charts and maps bring out vividly cer- 
tain ideas and economic facts, particularly colonial sivalries, which 
‘have had great influence on the development of the modern world. 

The full page illustrations, many of which were new, were en- 
larged in size and bled. Decorative end leaves were inserted. 
These depict some of the striking contrasts between ways of living 
in the seventeenth century and ways of living in the twentieth 
century, changes brought about by man’s increasmg mastery of 
instruments of power. 

In the 1944 edition of Modern History, the story of evente in 
World War II has been brought up to January i, 1944. To do 
this more space was needed, and sixteen pages of text have been 
added. It seemed- desirable to have Chapter XXIII deal with the 
period between the* two world wars. A new chapter. Chapter XXIV 
deals with World War II. In it are included the sixteen new pages 
of text. In it, too, new illustrations and a new map show vividly 
the strategy and problems of modem warfare. The ideals for the 
new and better world to come and a realistic approach to the prob- 
lems involved in attaining these ideals are set forth ; and it is made 
clear that sympathetic understanding of other peoples and patience 
and steadfastness in long-range planning for the future are essential 
if world wars v/hich threaten to destroy civilization are to be 

prevented. - „ 

. Carl Becker 


Ithaca, New York 
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IN THE AGE OF POX 


PART I 

INTRODUCTION TO MODERN HISTORY 

C HAPTER I. IN WHICH WE EXPLAIN WHAT MODERN 
HISTORY IS ABOUT , , 

History is philosophy teaching hy example. Bolingbeoke 

Modern history is the history of our times and of Our civilization. 
Any period of history is “modern” to the people who are living at 
the time. Caesar’s wars in Gaul may havfe seemed far off and un- 
real to you when you read about them in your Latin class ; but they 
were live events to Cicero, who was living in Rome at the time. 
They have become “ ancient history ” to us, just as World War II 
will be ancient history to the people living in the year 2500 — if 
there are any people left then. For us, modem history is therefore’ 
the history of “our times.” Modem history is our history. 

Of course all history is our history in one sense. What men 
have thought and done in the past may still affect us, and it ma y 
have had some influence on what we do and think. Aristotle is 
called the father of knowledge ” ; and the writings of Plato can 
still teach us much if we only take the trouble to read them. When- 
ever you see a fine building with white marble columns, you are 
looking at a building that owes something to the* Greek idea of 
beauty. In this sense all history is one, and is our history. 

This is so because we are all human and have much the samp 
desires, passions, hopes, and aspirations. Human nature, which 
makes history what it is, is much the same whatever period of his- 
tory you may be studying. But although human nature remains , 
the same, the maimers and customs through which human nature 
expresses itself^change greatly from age to age. For example, we 
can understand the Roman wars because the desires and passion 
which made the Romans fight are much the same as those which 
make men fight today. But the weapons which the Romans used 
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in fighting their wars were very different from those which we use. 
Differences in civilization are indicated by differences in the out- 
ward forms — the manners and customs — through which human 
nature expresses itself ; and in this respect it is clear that our civili- 
zation differs very greatly from the civilization of the ancient world 
or of the Middle Ages. 

Thus while all history is our history in the sense that all history 
is the work of human beings like ourselves, modern history is our 
history in a special sense. Modern history is the history of our 
civilization, and of those recent centuries during which our civiliza- 
tion has taken on the form with which we are familiar. 

Five things to remember about modern civilization. Let us then 
ask what it is that makes modern civilization different from the 
civilization of earlier times. At first sight everything in modern 
life, from world wars to writing fluid, seems to be different from 
what it used to be ; and since civilization is made up of everything 
men think and do, it would be possible to make an endless list of 
ways in which the civilization of our age differs from that of any 
previous age. Such a list would be too long, and we must be con- 
tent to point out some of the most general and important differ- 
ences. There are perhaps five things which make modern civili- 
zation different from the civilization of earlier times. To these 
five things we may give five names : (i) scientific knowledge ; 
(2) economic interdependence ; (3) humane feeling and democratic 
ideas ; (4) nationalism ; (5) internationalism. Having used these 
big words, let us see if we can find out wLat they mean. 

I. Scientific knowledge and how it has changed the conditions of 
life. The principal thing which makes life in our day different 
from life in earlier times is that our trained scientists have learned 
how to make effective use of the forces of nature for the service of 
mankind. Because of the fact that these forces have been made to 
work for us, the conditions of life have changed more in the last 
hundred and fifty years than in the preceding two thousand years. 
If Socrates could have come to life in Paris in 1776, many things 
would have seemed strange to him; but he would not have had 
much trouble in making himself at home there. Once he had learned 
the French language, he could easily have taken up his former 
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occupation of going about and asking his fellow-citizens puzzling 
questions regarding the nature of truth and virtue. In two thou- 
sand years the outward conditions of life had not greatly changed. 

Uut If Benjamm Franklin should enter Philadelphia today, with 
or without a loaf of bread under his arm, he would be less at home 
in his old home town after two hundred years than Socrates would 
have been in Paris after two thousand years. Franklin might 
recognize ndependence Hall, if he should stumble upon it, but 
he would not, at first, know where to look for it. He would not 
know how to hail a street car or use a telephone, or what it was that 
made the automobiles go. He would not recognize the Saturday 
veiling ost which he had founded, and could not set type for it 
or run one of its presses. At every turn this greatly learned and 
much traveled citizen of the eighteenth century would be amazed 
perhaps a little dismayed. It might be that he would prefer 
to return to the silent grave. 

But if Franklin cared to remain in such a place as Philadelphia 
he would soon understand all these things that at first seemed so 
strange. And the explanation would seem to him very simple 
after all. “ I see,” he would perhaps say, “ that you have made 
great progress in scientific knowledge. You have gone much farther 
than we did in making practical use of this knowledge. This is 
what makes Philadelphia such a noisy, crowded, hustling city that 
I should never have known it. Yet this is just what we scientists 
were trying to do in my day ; for even then we knew that by means 
o scientific experiment man would master the forces of nature and 
make them work for him.” 

This is the chief reason why modern civilization is different from 
the civilization of earlier times: Man has mastered to a great 
extent the forces of nature and has made them work for him. 

2. Economic interdependence: How the countries of the world are 
becoming more dependent on each other. Franklin would soon have 
noticed another thing. He would have seen that although man 
has mastered to a great extent the forces of nature, these forces have 
in a sense mastered man. In working for us, these new forces have 
changed the conditions of life, and we must submit to these new 
conditions whether we wish to or not. You can see for yourself 
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Part op an Eighteenth Century Wall-Hanging 

Even in city streets, the mud was at times so deep that people who could afford 
it were carried about in sedan chairs borne by men or by horses. 

many ways in which the railroad, the telegraph, the automobile, the 
airplane, and the radio are changing the conditions of life. But the 
most general result of these changes is this : The people in every 
country are becoming more dependent upon each other, and upon 
the people of other countries, for the necessities and luxuries of 
life. 

This is so because it is possible to travel and to send news and 
goods from one place to another much more easily and quickly 
than formerly. If the people livmg in any community had no 
means of communication with the outside world, they would have 
to raise all theif food and make all their tools, clothes, and houses. 
In other words, the community would have to be economically 
sufficient unto itself. But if several communities within reasonable 
distances of each other had roads, horses, and wagons as means of 
transportation, one community might raise food, another make 
clothes, another tools and lumber j and each could exchange with 
the other the surplus of what it raised or made. These commu- 
nities would then be, \o the extent of these exchanges, dependent 
upon each other ; th&y would he economically interdependent. 

Before the nineteenth century practically the only means of 
travel and communication were horses and wagons, boats and sail- 
ing ships. Even with these limited facilities there was a good deal 
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of travel and trade between the different countries of the world; 
but each country was still largely dependent on what it could raise 
and make. Today, however, the railroad, the telegraph, the radio, 
the steamship, and the airplane are bringing all the countries of 
the world into much closer relation, and it is much less possible 
for any country to be economically self-sufficient. 

You will understand this if you consider the food you eat, the 
materials that go to make up the house you live in, the clothes you 
wear, and the automobile you ride in, and then try to discover where 
all these things come from. You will understand it better, per- 
haps, if you consider some of the things that are necessary for 
every country to have. Coal is necessary. Italy has none, Great 
Britain a great deal. Cotton is necessary. Great Britain has none, 
the United States more than it can use. Rubber is necessary. No 
European country produces any, but a great deal is to be found in 
the Far East. Oil and iron are essential. There are rich deposits 
in some countries, none in others. International trade in these 
essentials binds the countries together, whether for good or ill. 

Thus, on account of the use we make of the forces of nature and 
its resources, all countries are becoming more dependent on each 
other; and this economic interdependence is another thing that 
makes modern civilization different from that of earlier times. 

3. Humane feeling a?id democratic ideas. As the peoples of the 
world come to know each other better and are more dependent on 
each other for many things, they will come to have a more friendly 
feeling for each other. 

It is a natural human instinct to be suspicious of what is un- 
familiar. We may be suspicious of and even feel superior to people 
who live in another country, speak a language we do not under- 
stand, and follow manners and customs different from ours. They, 
in turn, may be suspicious and feel superior to us. Our ways may 
seem just as strange to them as theirs do to us. But if, by chance, 
we come to know these people, we usually find that they are after 
all much like ourselves. We find that they have much the same 
desires and passions and aspirations, much the same virtues and 
vices. In short, we find that they are, like ourselves, human. 

This is just what has happened during the last hundred years — 
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Up-to-date Trucking, 1773 

An advertisement by James Sharp, maker of new-style ‘Yolling carts and 
wagons.” The broad wheels were designed to prevent heavy trucks from 
miring in the dirt roads. They also served the purpose of rolling the roads. 


the people of the world have become better acquainted with each 
other. They have become better acquainted because they travel 
more and meet each other more frequently, and because business 
relations bring them into more frequent contact. Besides, anyone 
who can read a Sunday newspaper or the subtitles on a motion 
picture travelogue may learn more about the manners and customs 
of such far-distant peoples as the Chinese or the South Sea Islanders 
than even an educated person knew a hundred years ago. The 
result is that we are coming to have a sympathetic underst^ding 
of people who belong to some other class, or country, or religion 
than our own. 

It is true that violent conflicts between classes and nations are 

• 

still common enough, and these conflicts give rise to hatred and 
intolerance. We shall say something about these conflicts later. 
But in general it is true that during the last two hundred years 
the thought and feeling of many people toward their fellow-men 
has become more friendly, more tolerant, more humane. 

One aspect of this humane feeling is sympathy with the misfor- 
tunes of others. More than ever before, men sympathize with the 
misfortunes of others and feel that it is a duty to help the poor 
and relieve suffering. Never before have so much time and money 
been given for the relief of poverty, the care of the sick, and the 
prevention of disease. We no longer permit brutal treatment of the 
insane. Punishment for crime is not so harsh and cruel as it used 
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to be. This means that we are better able than men were formerly 
to understand the misfortunes of others, and to realize that we our- 
selves might have been or may sometime be in the same unfortu- 
nate situation. 

Along with the increase in humane feeling there has been an in- 
crease in democratic ideas. More and more people have come to 
believe in democracy. Many of us are now of the opinion that 
people should be allowed to govern themselves. But a democracy 
is more than a form of government. A true democracy is an 
expression of the idea that men are, or ought to be in some sense, 
equal. This idea is stated in our Declaration of Independence in 
these words: “We hold these truths to be self-evident: That ail 
men are created equal; that they are endowed by their Creator 
with certain unalienable rights ; that among these are life, liberty, 
and the pursuit of happiness.’^ 

This does not mean that all men are created equal in height, 
color, intelligence, or virtue; it means only that one man’s life 
and happiness is as important to him as the life and happiness of 
any other man is to that other man. Robert Burns gave fine 
poetic expression to this idea in the famous line, “ A man’s a man 
for a’ that ! ” The religious expression of the idea is that “all men 
are oqual in the eyes of God”; the legal expression is that “all 
men are equal in the eyes of the law.” Perhaps the best expres- 
sion of this idea is that “all men are equal in the possession of a 
common humanity.” ^ 

Thus modern civilization is different from the civilization of 
earlier times because humane feeling and democratic ideas are 
more common than in former times. 

4. Nationalism: How the world is divided into independent nation- 
states. Between 1648 and 1918, wars were going on in Europe 
more than one-third of the time ; and World War I was on a 
larger scale and far niore destructive than any previous one. If 
we think only of all these wars, and of the hatred and cruelty they 
give rise to, we may well ask whether the peoples of the world are 
not becoming less humane and friendly rather than more so. But 
when we said that people are becoming more friendly and humane, 
we were taking men at their best. Men are not always at their 
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Cotton Weaving by Hand Loom 

Compare this eighteenth century loom with that of a modern factory. Here 
the operator of the loom had to use both hands and feet. Reproduced from an 
engraving in V Encyclcp6die (see p. 207) published in the eighteenth century. 

best, and there are times when whole nations fear and hate each 
other so much that they wage war with each' other. 

But if nations are becoming more dependent on each other for 
food and other necessary things, why should they ever fight? You 
might think that this dependence on each other would make them 
friendly. Sometimes it does. If one nation needs coal or oil or 
rubber which another country has, that may lead to friendly trade 
between them. But it may lead to violent disputes also ; and if 
the two countries cannot settle their disputes by peaceable agree- 
ment, they often — since there is nothing in our modern system 
of government to prevent it — attempt to settle the disputes 
by war. 

The reason for this is that although the countries of the world are 
becoming more interdependent in respect to trade and industry, 
they remain independent in respect to government. The theory 
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of modem governmeat is that , each state or government is sov- 
ereign and independent. This means two things: (i) that the 
people within the territory over which the state or government 
rules are bound to obey the laws and government of that state ; 
(2) that the state or government, in its relations with other states 
or governments, is the sole judge of the rights and interests of its 
own people ; and that it is in duty bound to defend these rights 
and interests — peaceably if it can, by force if necessary. Since 
there is no international court or judge with power to settle disputes 
between nations, each state or government thinks that it is in duty 
bound to fight for its rights and interests if they cannot be defended 
in any other way. 

But why is there not a United States of Europe as there is 
a United States of America? There might have been a United 
States of Europe if the people of Europe had been enough alike to 
form one nation. But Europe is divided into many nations. It 
is not easy to say what makes a nation. A common language does 
not by itself make a nation, because the people of England and the 
United States speak one language but form two nations, while the 
people of Switzerland speak three languages and form one nation. 
All we can say is that a nation is a group of people who feel that 
they^re enough like each other and enough unlike other groups so 
that they wish to live under their own law and government. It is 
because Europe is made up of many such nations that it is divided 
into many sovereign independent states. 

This group feeling, which we call nationalism^ has become much 
stronger in the last two hundred years. The feeling of nationalism 
and the desire of each nation to govern itself are very important 
facts in modern civilization. The people of any nation — such as 
France or England or Sweden or Russia — feel very strongly 
that they belong together, that they must be patriotic and 
loyal to their own government, and that it is the business of their 
government tt) look out for their interests even if other people have 
to suffer for it. They may feel friendly toward other peoples, and 
they know that all peoples will be better off if they get along peace- 
ably. But still they feel that every country must look out for itself. 
Each country is easily led to think that some other country is 
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A Cannon Foundry, Eighteenth Century 

Taken from an engraving in V Encyclopedic. The moulds are in the floor at the 
left. Workmen are preparing to let the moulten metal flow into them. The 
only mechanical device appears to be the lever which is used to lift the heavy 
slide in front of the furnace. 


trying to do it an injury, and so fear and hostility are easily aroused 
and wars come. ^ 

Of course wars between countries have always been frequent 
enough. But in our modern civilization wars are likely to involve 
a great many countries, because all countries are becoming more 
closely related m respect to trade and industry. Wars are also 
becoming more destructive, partly because more countries are 
involved, but chiefly because our scientific knowledge enables us to 
use larger armies and more cruel and destructive weapons. Thus 
World War I, which began between Austria and Serbia, soon in- 
volved nearly all the countries of the world. It became a world 
war.” And within twenty-five years, a greater, more destructive, 
more terrifying world war was being waged. 

5* Internationalism : How the nations are trying to work together. 
We often speak of the “progress of civilization,” and we like to 
think of ourselves as more civilized than people were in former 
times. But if the “progress of civilization” brings a few more 
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world wars, does it not seem that civilization will end by destroy- 
ing itself? This may happen ; but surely it is not pleasant to look 
forward to, and it is to be hoped that the people of the world will 
some day find a means of living together in friendly co-operation, 
without these frequent and destructive wars. This idea that the 
nations should and can work together in friendly co-operation we 
may call internationalism. The idea of internationalism has grown 
stronger during the last two centuries, and today it is more seri- 
ously talked about than ever before. 

One of the chief objects of internationalism is, of course, to pre- 
vent war. You know that the Peace of Versailles, which ended 
World War I, established a League of Nations in the hope of 
preventing war in the future. But you must not think that this 
idea of a league of nations is something new. As long ago as 1623, 
a French scholar, Emeric Cruce, published a little book called The 
New Cyneas, in which he proposed that the peoples of the world 
should abolish their armies and establish a world court for settling 
their disputes by peaceable means. Many similar schemes have 
been proposed by statesmen and philosophers during the last two 
hundred years. The League of Nations was an attempt to put 
this old idea into practice. 

Internationalism is not merely a movement to prevent war. It 
aims to promote the common good in other ways, and in times of 
peace. During the last hundred years, especially, there have been 
formed a great many international associations for all sorts of 
purposes — for the promotion of arts and letters, for the ad- 
vancement of science and learning, for the relief of suffering and 
the prevention of disease, for promoting peace and conciliation, 
and the like. Such- international associations tend to be more 
numerous and more world wide in their organization and in their 
objects. There are two reasons for this. First, the peoples of 
the world are beconiing more closely related in their economic 
interests, and^ this makes such associations more necessary and 
desirable. Second, the railroad, the steamship, the airplane, the 
telegraph, the telephone, and the radio make it much easier to 
organize and carry on the business of such associations than it 
used to be. 
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Thus it is an important fact of modern civilization that the coun- 
tries of the world’ are more and more working together for many 
purposes by means of international associations. In this broad 
sense, internationalism is the result of those modern conditions 
which are bringing the people of the world closer together in their 
economic interests and in their thought and feeling. Mr. H. G. 
Wells, in his Outline of History, says that ''a sense of history as the 
common adventure of mankind is as necessary for peace within as 
for peace between the nations.’’ This phrase, the common ad- 
venture of mankind,” sums up very well what we mean by inter- 
nationalism. Internationalism is just this growing sense that the 
millions of human beings crowded together on our little planet are 
after all in the same boat, embarked on the same voyage. In 
some slight measure we are beginning to realize that we shall 
wreck this voyage in the end unless we think of it as the common 
adventure of mankind. 


QUESTIONS 

1. What is meant by ‘^scientific knowledge”? What important 

inventions have come into practical use during your lifetime? What 
things in a modern city like Philadelphia would most astonish Benjamin 
Franklin if he could come back to it? ^ 

2. WHiat is meant by “economic interdependence”? WTiat food 
would your community find it necessary to depend on if there were no 
means of transportation except horses and wagons, and no modern 
methods of preserving food ? 

3. What distant places have you visited? Why did you go to these 
places? How did you get there? What modern inventions help (i) to 
bring people of different Communities into closer contact ; (2) to make 
them more dependent on each other for the things they need? 

4. What is meant by “humane feeling”? How many “humani- 
tarian” organizations can you name? 

5. Mention as many intemational organizations as you can. What 
are the chief international institutions, designed to settle disputes between 
nations by peaceful means? What is meant by “nationalism”? by 
“internationalism”? 

6. What do you understand by “patriotism”? Why do you feel 
more loyal to the United States than to other countries ? 




Detail ot the Cloister at Arles 
From a lithograph by Chapuy. 


C HAPTER II. IN WHICH WE INTRODUCE THREE “THROW- 
BACKS” TO SHOW WHAT LED UP TO MODERN HISTORY 

History has for its object to fix the order of events throughout past time and in all 
places, Santayana 

A glimpse of tliree earlier stages in European history. We shall 
begin modern history with the seventeenth century — that is, 
about the year 1600. The chief reason for doing so is that the five 
char2PCteristics of modern civilization described in the first part 
of Chapter I begin to be clearly discernible about that time. 
Nevertheless, there are no very sharply defined beginnings or end- 
ings in history. Wherever you begin, there are easier events lead- 
ing up to that beginning ; wherever you end, there are, or will be, 
other events following after. Any chosen period of history is 
somewhat like a moving picture which represents the doings of 
certain people during a certain period of their lives. No doubt the 
picture has a unity and a significance of its own ; but it is what it is 
— tragic or comic or a little of both — because something happened 
to the actors before the play began. Directors therefore often find 
it necessary to introduce a “ throw-back,” giving the spectators a 
glimpse of the early life of the hero or the villain. We may very 
well imitate this excellent practice by taking at least a glimpse at 
what happened in Europe before modern history began. 

13 
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Let US imagine ourselves, then, ready to watch the drama of 
modern history from 1600 to the present time. That we may 
understand it better, the director kindly gives us a few throw- 
backs. A picture appears which gives us a glimpse of the period 
1300-1600; the subtitle is '‘The Renaissance and the Reforma- 
tion.'’ Another picture, and we look still farther back, to the 
Middle Ages; the subtitle is “Medieval Civilization.” Then a 
third picture appears, and we have before us “ The Civilization of 
Ancient Greece and Rome.” Let us see what these three throw- 
backs show us. We shall take them in reverse order: (i) The 
Civilization of Ancient Greece and Rome a thousand years of 
history, from about 500 b.c. to 500 a.d. ; (2) Medieval Civilization, 
500-1300; (3) The Renaissance and the Reformation, 1300-1600. 
We wish to learn, as briefly as possible, what each of these three 
epochs in European history contributed to the civilization which 
we call modern. 

1 . The Civilization of Ancient Greece and Rome, 

500 B.C.-500 A.D. 

Greek civilization in the age of Pericles. When the people 
whom we call Greeks settled in Greece, they found in the eastern 
Mediterranean world (in Greece, in Crete, and in Asia Minor) a 
remarkable civilization, far more advanced than their own. This 
civilization they partly destroyed and partly appropriated, but in 
any case modifled according to their peculiar genius, so that in 
the course of time there were established in Greece the political 
institutions and social customs, the art, and the philosophy of life, 
which we call the civilization of the ancient Greeks. 

The most remarkable of the Greek peoples were the Athenians. 
When we speak of the “ glory that was Greece,” we commonly 
have in mind the brilliant civilization that flourished at Athens 
in the “Age of Pericles” (461-429 b.c.) and during the half- 
century following. At no time during this century did the total 
population of Athens exceed 300,000 — which is less than the pres- 
ent population of Buffalo, New York. Yet within a brief hundred 
years this handful of people produced masterpieces of art, litera- 
ture, and philosophy which have rarely been equaled and perhaps 
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never surpassed, and which have had a most profound and enduring 
influence upon the thought and culture of our own time. 

It was during this hundred years that the Athenians per- 
fected the Greek style of architecture, of which the most famous 
example was the Parthenon. At this time Phidias and Praxiteles 
executed, in gold and ivory and marble, those human figures 
(Athena, Hermes, Apollo, and Aph- 
rodite) which for grace and beauty 
have rarely been equaled. At this 
time Thucydides wrote his History of 
the Peloponnesian War, which still 
ranks with the best examples of the art 
of writing history, and Xenophon 
wrote the Retreat of the Ten Thousand, 
which is still studied in college as a 
model of simple, lucid narrative. At 
this time appeared the masterpieces 
of Greek dramatic art — the plays 
of Sophocles, the somber tragedies of 
Euripides, the brilliant comedies of 
Aristophanes. At this time Socrates 
went^bout the streets of Athens ask- 
ing his friends those puzzling ques- 
tions about the nature of truth and 
virtue which wise men ever since have 
attempted in vain to answer. His pupil, Plato, preserved and 
dramatized and systematized the wisdom of Socrates in the famous 
Dialogues which furnished the starting-point of most later ideal- 
istic ’’ systems of thought. Following Socrates and Plato came 
the student and critic of both — -Aristotle, who wrote so com- 
prehensively and so profoundly on every subject that many 
philosophers still regard him as the greatest of thinkers. In pro- 
ducing these masterpieces, the Athenians also perfected the Greek 
language, Attic Greek — a language which those who know 
it tell us has never been surpassed as an instrument for present- 
ing ideas with precision and subtlety, or for conveying sentiment 
and emotion in harmonious and beautiful form. 
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Greek Sculpture, Fieth 
Century b.c. 

Discovered in the Gardens of 
Sallust, Villa Ludovisi, Italy. 
It represents a Greek matron 
pouring incense into an incense 
burner. 
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Greek civilization in the Hellenistic Age. This golden age of 
Athenian civilization was followed by what is called the “ Hellen- 
istic Age ” — a period of about three centuries during which the 
Greek language and culture were spread throughout the entire 
eastern Medit^anean world. This diffusion of Greek culture 
was the result of the conquests of Philip of Macedon, and of his 
son, Alexander the Great. Within a brief period (334-323 b.c.) 
Alexander’s armies swept over Asia Minor, Syria, Persia, and 
Egypt. After his death this great empire fell to Alexander’s 
Greek generals and was divided into three mdependent govern- 
ments Macedon and Greece ; the Seleucid Empire of Asia Minor, 
Syria, and Persia; and the Ptolemaic Empire of Egypt. The 
result was that in all these countries Greek became the official 
language, the language of polite society, of commerce, and of the 
schools. In short, Greek became the common language of the edu- 
cated classes. The military conquests of Alexander were in them- 
selves of slight importance. The important fact was the conquest 


This frieze, which is forty inches high, ran around the four sides of the Parthe^ 
non. Many of the marbles from the frieze are now in the British Museum. 


Greek Horsemen, erom the Parthenon Frieze 
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The Erechtheum, Athens 

The Erechtheum, named after Erechtheus, the mythical king and founder of 
Athens, is justly famous for the beauty of its architecture. At the left is a porch, 
the roof of which is supported by lovely maidens, hence it is called the “Porch 

of the Maidens.’’ 

of the eastern Mediterranean world by the Greek language and 
the Greek culture. 

It was in the Hellenistic Age that the Greeks made their chief 
contributions to science. In this age Euclid lived and worked out 
the system of geometry that is still taught in our high schools. 
Archimedes, who lived in Syracuse, developed higher mathematics, 
discovered the principle of specific gravity, and^made practical 
inventions based on pulleys and levers. He said that with his 
levers he could move the earth ” — if he had a place to stand on. 
Eratosthenes computed the size of the earth, devised a system 
of latitude and longitude, and made a fairly correct map of the 
known world. Aristarchus demonstrated (although few people 
accepted his proof) that the earth and the planets move about 
the sun. 

The chief center of scientific studies in the Hellenistic Age was 
Alexandria, in Egypt. But Athens retained its fame as a center of 
philosophical speculation, and at Athens there appeared two new 
philosophies which were to have a great influence in later times. 
One of these was founded by Zeno, who taught in the /(Painted 
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Porch ” in the market place. Since the Greek word for porch is 
stoGj Zeno was called the Stoic, and his philosophy is known as 
stoicism. Zeno taught that the great aim of life should be tran- 
quillity of soul, and that this could be best attained by indifference 
to both pleasure and pain. The other philosophy was founded by 
Epicurus, who taught that the highest good could be attained, not 
by avoiding pleasure and pain, but by seeking the highest satisfac- 
tion of body and of mind, Zeno and Epicurus were less concerned 
with the nature of the universe than Plato and Aristotle had been, 
and more concerned with what men should do in order to be happy 
in it. The Stoic said: Steel your sensibilities so that life will 
hurt you as little as possible.^’ The Epicurean said : Cultivate 
your sensibilities so that you may enjoy life as much as possible.’’ 
From that day to our own, these two systems of practical morality 
have had a profound influence on European thought. Today we 
commonly think of a stoic as a man who bears pain or suffering 
without flinching ; whereas the word epicure we apply to one who 
is too much given to the pleasure of eating. 

The Roman Empire and why it was important. The Hellenistic 
Age came to an end when the Romans (146-31 b.c.) conquered 
the Eastern empires that Alexander had established. It was fol- 
lowed by the long period of the Roman world-empire.^ The 
Greeks were an artistic and intellectual people. What they con- 
tributed to European civilization was, above ail, ideas. These 
ideas the Romans borrowed, without adding much to them, and 
spread throughout the Western world. But the Romans con- 
tributed much of their own to European civilization. The Romans 
were above all a practical people — doers rather than thinkers. 
Their great achievement was to build up the most remarkable 
political empire of ancient times — perhaps, ail things concerned, 
of any time. In doing this they mastered the practical arts of 
military conquest, politics, and administration. The Greeks taught 
the later Europeans what to think about the world; the Romans 
taught them how to master it. 

Rome was founded nearly a thousand years before Christ, by a 
people called Latins. For a hundred years it was ruled by conquer- 
ing Etruscan kings, but about 509 b.c. the Romans drove out the 
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British Museum 

Greek and Roman Toilet Articles and Domestic Implements 

At the left are shown scissors, thimble, needles and case, and knives. At the 
right are combs, a brush, a round hand-mirror, pins, a rouge pot, and other 

articles. 

kinga..and established the Roman Republic (509-31 b.c.). During 
the five hundred years of the republic the Romans were chiefly 
engaged in the slow but persistent conquest of the entire Medi- 
terranean world. First they conquered Italy, ^then Carthage 
(their dangerous maritime and commercial rival in North Africa), 
then the Hellenistic empires of the East, and also Spain and Gaul 
in the West. For these conquests great armies were needed, and 
in the later republic powerful generals contended with each other 
for the mastery. The greatest of these was Julius Caesar, who over- 
threw the republic and established a dictatorship.” Augustus 
Caesar completed the work of Julius by organizing the government 
of the dictatorship and making it permanent. This is usually 
taken as the beginning of the Roman Empire (31 B.c.). Four 
centuries later the Emperor Constantine moved the government 
to Byzantium (Constantinople), and about the same time the 
empire was divided into two parts, the Western part being gov- 
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Silver Coins op the Roman Republic 

The first coin shows Roma, personified — a type head used on many early 
Roman coins. An elephant treading on a serpent was portrayed on a ^in 
issued by Julius Caesar about 50 b.c. to commemorate one of his victories. 1 he 
fourth coin shows Aeneas carrying Anchises. 

erned by an emperor at Rome and the Eastern part by an emperor 
at Constantinople. The Western empire was destroyed by the 
invading German tribes, and the emperors ceased to rule at Rome 
in 476. The Eastern empire lasted until the conquest of Con- 
stantinople by the Ottoman Turks in 1453. 

Roman civilization reached its highest development in the later 
republic and early empire (146 B.C.-180 a.d.). When the 
Romans conquered the East, they plundered it. Wealth poured 
into Rome, and wealthy Romans adopted the more luxurious and 
sophisticated life which they found in Athens and Alexandria. 
Many educated Greeks came to Rome, either on their own account 
or else as slaves. Greek books were translated into Latin, schools 
were established by Greek teachers, and the sons of Romans were 
taught in their homes by Greek slaves. Educated Romans wrote 
plays, histories, and essays, in which they imitated Greek models 
and copied Greek ideas. The great figures in Latin literature 
(Caesar, Cicero, Horace, Vergil, Lucretius, and Seneca), some of 
whose works are still taught in high school and college, were little 
more than imitators of the Greeks, adding little that was original. 
Nevertheless, they transmitted much of the Greek culture to the 
Western world, and they perfected the Latin language, from which 
were later derived the modern ‘‘ romance languages ’’ — Italian, 
French, Spanish, Portuguese, and Rumanian. 

The Romans were original, not as thinkers but as doers. They 
were great builders. All over western Europe they built paved 
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Deutsches Mtiseum, Munich 

Roman Warship, about 50 b.c. 

This is one type of warship which helped the Romans to conquer most of the 
Mediterranean world. 


roads» so solidly constructed that they are still used. In the Forum 
at Rome they constructed those splendid public buildings the 
remains of which still stand. Tourists still visit the Colosseum, 
a stadium, seating 45,000 people, which was used^in part for the 
gladiatorial exhibitions — the Roman equivalent of modern bull- 
fights, prize fights, and football games. In architectural style 
the Romans borrowed from the Greeks, but they invented the 
round arch, which enabled them to erect more massive structures. 
They also learned the secret of concrete, which has been redis- 
covered in recent times. So effectively did they master the secret 
that the immense dome of the Pantheon, a solid bowl of concrete 
measuring 142 feet across, seems as secure today as it was when the 
builders knocked the wooden supports from under it, eighteen 
hundred years ago. 

The greatest contribution of the Romans to modern civilization 
was in the realm of government and law. At its greatest extent 
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the empire included the entire Mediterranean world and more — - 
North Africa, Egypt, Syria, Asia Minor, all of Europe as far north 
as the Danube and as far east as the Rhine, and the island of Brit- 
ain to the frontier of Scotland. To govern this immense empire 
in an age when there were neither 
railroads nor telegraph lines re- 
quired great political genius. As 
finally organized by Constantine, 
the empire was divided into four 
divisions {prefectures), each having 
its prefect subject to the emperor. 

Each prefecture was divided into 
dioceses, each having its vicar sub- 
ject to the prefect. Each diocese 
was divided into provinces, each 
having its governor subject to the 
vicar. The smallest unit of all was 
the city, governed by a council and 
magistrates under the supervision 
of the governor. Thus there was 
created a graded hierarchy of ad- 
ministrative officials from the em- 
peror down to the local city officials. 

The administrative system of most countries today is modeled 
more or less upon this ancient system which the Ro^jians perfected. 

During the five hundred years when the Romans governed the 
Western civilized world they also perfected the civil law for the 
administration of justice. The earliest Roman law was the Twelve 
Tables, crude and harsh, suited only to a primitive society. But 
when they made their conquests of Italy and beyond, they did not 
apply this law to the subject peoples. For the administration of 
justice in the provinces they built up a new code of law, based on 
the practices that were common to the conquered peoples. This 
was the ius gentium — law common to all nations.” During the 
later period of the empire a number of famous judges, known as 
iurisconsulti, modified and systematized the ius gentium by inter- 
preting it in the light of natural law ” — that is, of law derived 
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from reason rather than from custom. Finally, in the reign of the 
Emperor Justinian, the entire body of Roman civil law was reduced 
to a single systematic body of principles, known as the Justinian 
Code, or the Digest (534 a.d.). The Justinian Code contains the 
essence of all that the Romans learned about the nature of political 
authority, of property rights, and of the rights of persons in their 
relations with each other. During the last seven hundred years the 
Justinian Code has been studied in ail the law schools of Europe; 
and even today it is, in modified form, the basis of the civil and 
administrative law of the European world. 

Thus the modern world of Europe and America owes much to 
the ancient Greeks and Romans. If we had to express in four words 
what we owe to these two peoples, the words would be Greek ideas 
and Roman law. 



II. Medieval Civilization, 500-1300 

Transition from Roman to medieval civilization. In the third 
century, half-civilized peoples (mainly Germans) began to come 
into the Roman Empire across the Danube and the Rhine frontiers. 
Though often repulsed, they kept on coming. During the fourth 
century they settled in various parts of the empire and were Ro- 
manized, very much as European emigrants to the United^tates 
are Americanized. They learned the Latin language, lived as 
tenant farmers on the great estates, served in the armies, and not 
infrequently rpse to high office in the army or the government. 
But in the fifth century they came in such conquering hordes that 
they could be neither Romanized nor repulsed. The Saxons and 
the Jutes established themselves in Britain, the Franks in northern 
Gaul, the Visigoths in southern Gaul and Spain, the Vandals iii 
Africa, the Heruli and the Lombards in Italy. In the year 476 
the barbarian chief Odoacer deposed Romulus Augustulus, the last 
of the Western emperors. This date is therefore often taken as 
marking the end of fhe Western Roman Empire. 

The conquering tribes, for the most part, did not um to destroy 
Roman civilization. On the contrary, the splendid roads and 
buildings, the ease and comfort of Roman life, seemed marvelous 
to them. They wished to appropriate and to use these fine things. 
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■ But they were like rough children in a Sevres china shop — they 
broke the Roman world to pieces, leaving only the fragments from 
which a new world might be constructed. They were too primitive 
to adopt the Roman way of life, too ignorant to maintain education 
or the useful arts, too incompetent to master the efficient Roman 
system of law and government. The result was that during five 
centuries (500-1000), civilization so far declined in the West that 
only a few chronicles, written in bad Latin, remain to inform us of 
the events of that time. The period of greatest ignorance was the 
latter part of the ninth century and the tenth century (850-1000), 
when men in western Europe knew nothing of the brilliant civiliza- 
tion that once flourished at Rome and Athens, and almost noth- 
ing of the civilization that still persisted at Constantinople and 
Baghdad. 

Out of this age of confusion and ignorance there emerged a new 
type of civilization which reached its height during the twelfth 
and thirteenth centuries (1100-1300). We call it medieval civiliza- 
tion — the civilization that lies between ancient and modern times. 
What was it like? We may describe it briefly under three heads: 

(1) government and social classes ; (2) economic life ; (3) religion 
and philosophy. 

L’^Gowernment and social classes. The first effect of the German 
boHduests was that the Western Roman Empire was replaced by 
a multitude of unstable and warring powers. As a consequence, 
regular communication in western Europe came to axi end. Roads 
and bridges fell into disrepair. Commerce declined, and cities 
decayed. Education and the useful arts all but disappeared. The 
German chieftains, unaccustomed to governing large countries, 
parceled out their possessions among their military followers. 
Communities became isolated and had to depend on themselves 
for economic support and military defense*. The mass of the people 
looked to their military chieftain or great landowner for protection, 
and he in turn exacted from them obedience, services, and rents. 

Thus in the course of centuries arose the feudal system,” which 
was well established in western Europe by the eleventh century. 
Feudalism was three things in one: (i) a form of land tenure; 

(2) a system of social classes; and (3) a method of government. 
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Everywhere in western Europe there was the great feudal lord ” 
(duke, earl, marquis, count, margrave, etc.). On his estate or 
“ manor lived the peasants, tilling the soil, subject to the lord’s 
control, and owing him “ feudal dues ” (services and payments in 
money or in kind). He was the overlord of the land, they were 
servile tenants (feudalism as a form of land tenure). He was noble 
and privileged, they were common and unprivileged (feudalism as a 
system of social classes). He was ruler, they were subject (feudal- 
ism as a method of government). 

As ruler, the noble lord was supported by other nobles, whose 
domains were held in fief ” from him in return for allegiance and 
military aid. They were his “ vassals,” armed and privileged like 
himself. For defense the noble had his strong castle, built perhaps 
on some high hill, or else surrounded by a moat filled with water 
and accessible only by a drawbridge. The castle was at once a 
home and a fortress. Here the lord lived and was supported and 
served by his peasants. (See Chapter VI for description of peasant 
life in the eighteenth century.) To his castle the lord and his 
vassals retired when hard pressed by some rival lord ; from it they 
sallied forth to attack an enemy. The lord was himself the vassal 
of some powerful overlord, to whom he in turn owed allegiance and 
military aid. The overlord might perhaps be called a ^^ddng.” 
But the king was usually a king in name only, since he often fought 
— and often in vain — to keep his powerful vassals in decent sub- 
jection. As ar method of government, feudalism in the tenth cen- 
tury was little more than a regulated system of private war. 

Out of feudalism, nevertheless, there at last emerged the states ’ ’ 
of modern times. By skill or good fortune some feudal lords 
managed to get the upper hand of their rivals. As their domains 
increased and their power grew, they enforced a stricter obedience 
on their own vassals and bn all people within the region where their 
power was established. In this way, by the end of the Middle 
Ages, powerful kingdoms and principalities were established. The 
Duke of Normandy conquered England in 1066, and his successors 
created the English kingdom. Hugh Capet, whose ancestors were 
counts of Paris, became “ king ” in 987, and his successors created 
the Kingdom of France. It was one of his successors, Louis XVI, 


WHAT LED UP TO MODERN HISTORY 


27 



British Museum 

AGjRICULTURE IN THE FIFTEENTH CENTURY ^ 

Plowing, harrowing, sowing by hand, reaping with sickle, and binding. This 
illumination from a manuscript written in French is not very realistic, since all 
of these operations are represented as going on at the same time. In the back- 
ground are the homes of the peasants, a walled town, and the castle of the owner, 

who lost his crown and his head at the time of the French Revolu- 
tion. The margraves of Brandenburg established the state which 
later became the Kingdom of Prussia ; they were the ancestors of 
that William Hohenzollern who recently died in exile in Holland. 
In the thirteenth century, Rudolph of Habsburg began to build 
up the state that was later known as Austria, In the Spanish 
peninsula appeared the kingdoms of Castile, Aragon, and Navarre, 
which were later united into the Kingdom of Spain. 
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As power was concentrated in the hands of kings and princes, 
the noble vassals lost the right of making private war, and became 
subjects ” of the king or the prince. But they were still great 
landowners, managing their estates and exacting services and 
rents from their peasants. They were still nobles, set apart 

from the common people. They re- 
mained, in short, a privileged '' aris- 
tocracy.’' This is the origin of the 
aristocracies of European countries. 
Europe is still filled with people call- 
ing themselves dukes or counts or 
barons — the descendants of former 
privileged and powerful landowning 
aristocrats. 

Economic life. In the tenth and 
eleventh centuries, outside Italy, life 
was almost entirely rural. In Spain, 
Gaul, and Britain, the fine towns of 
Roman times had all but disappeared. 
Money, banking, and forms of credit 
were virtually non-existent. The only 
important form of wealth was land, 
and there were but two important 
Knights in Armor economic classes — the noble proprie- 
These knights were drawn by tors and the servile peasant farmers. 

one of their contemporaries to E^en in the noble’s castle, life was 

Illustrate a twelfth century ... - r i i r 

manuscript entitled “Hortus Primitive and uncomfortable; food 

Deliciarum.” They may have and clothes and other necessities were 
taken part m one of the cru- raised or made on the manor, and 

there were few if any luxuries. 

But in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries a remarkable change 
occurred — industry and commerce began to flourish, towns sprang 
up, and the well-to-do adopted a more luxurious and sophisticated 
way of life. This change was partly the result of the religious cru- 
sades, which were military expeditions to the Near East to conquer 
the Holy Land from the infidels. During the twelfth and thirteenth 
centuries the crusaders, and the merchants and adventurers who 
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followed in their train, brought back to western Europe many 
strange and desirable commodities — silks, tapestries, rugs, per- 
fumes, dyes, spices, and precious stones. Gradually a thriving 
trade in these and other commodities was established between 
western Europe and the cities of Constantinople and Alexandria. 
Commerce with the East stimulated 
industry in western Europe, and im- 
portant cities developed on the river 
highways. 

As cities developed, their merchants 
and artisans wished to free themselves 
from the control of the feudal over- 
lords. Sometimes they purchased 
their freedom; sometimes they ob- 
tained it by force. As a result, there 
were in western Europe in the thir- 
teenth century many free cities ’’ — 
cities which had obtained from their 
former overlords — from king or noble 
— charters guaranteeing them the 
right of self-government and freedom 
from feudal dues and taxes. Within 
the town, artisans engaged in making 
a particular commodity or merchants 
engaged in a special line of trade were commonly^ united in a 
guild — the Guild of Tailors, the Hatters’ Guild, the Guild of Gold- 
smiths, and the like. Each guild was a little closed corporation 
which enjoyed a monopoly of making and selling a particular com- 
modity. Thus the cities freed themselves from the feudal system 
and from the control of the feudal nobles, and came to be governed 
by laws and customs suited to the needs of merchants and artisans. 
But after the cities were freed from the control of the nobles, they 
no longer enjoyed their protection. For defense or attack the 
towns maintained an armed militia and constructed high turreted 
walls, with massive gates guarding all the entrances. 

Thus it happened that there were in all the countries of west- 
ern Europe three classes — -nobles, peasants, and townsmen 
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(bourgeoisie). The peasants were subject to the nobles; the 
townsmen depended on the nobles to buy their wares. But other- 
wise the three classes had little in common. They had neither 
equality of rights nor any feeling of a common nationality. Much 
of modern history is concerned with the conflicting interests of these 
three classes. The peasants gradually won freedom from subjection 
to the nobles ; the townsmen gradually won equality of rights and 
of political influence. But in the thirteenth century one thing, 
and one thing only, bound the people of western Europe together. 
This was a common religion — the Christian religion of the medi- 
eval church. 

Religion and philosophy. Christianity was founded by Jesus 
of Nazareth, who was born during the reign of Emperor Augustus 
Caesar. The teachings of Jesus were accepted by a few Jewish 
disciples and later carried to the ''gentiles'' (non-Jews) by the 
apostle Paul, who traveled throughout the Roman Empire preach- 
ing the new gospel For two centuries the Christians were harshly 
persecuted. But in spite of persecution, or perhaps because of it, 
the followers of the new religion increased in numbers. In 313 
Christianity was therefore granted toleration by decree of the 
emperor, and by the end of the century it was the accepted religion 
of the Roman Empire. 

The German tribes that conquered the Western empire were 
easily converted to Christianity, and during the centuries of con- 
fusion that fpllowed, while the power of the Roman Empire de- 
clined, the power of the Roman Christian Church increased. 
In the course of centuries its bishops and priests, looking to the 
Bishop of Rome as their leader, built up that most extraordinary 
and powerful institution — the Holy Catholic Church of medieval 
times. The medieval church reached the height of its power in 
the thirteenth century. What was it like and what did it teach? 

The medieval church was something like a modern church, 
something like a modern state, and something like neither. It was 
a church-state which claimed the right to govern, not a country, 
but the "community of all true Christians," wherever they might 
be. Like a modern church, it taught a particular religious creed 
and provided a special form of worship. Like a modern state, it 
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levied taxes, administered justice, and imposed penalties for the 
violation of its laws. The head of the church was the Bishop of 
Rome, the Pope, who claimed to be the Vicar of Christ and as such 
to exercise divine authority. His voice was the voice of God, his 
decrees were laws intended by God for 
the government of men. Subject to 
the Pope, in every country of western 
Europe, there were archbishops and 
bishops; and subject to the bishops 
there were the parish priests. What- 
ever language a man might speak, 
wherever he might live, to whatever 
king or prince he might be subject in 
temporal things, in spiritual things he proceedings in Court 
was subject to the higher authority of ^he judge with his law book, 
the church. Even kings and princes the clerk recording the proceed- 

were subject to the church, for kings The man facing the judge 

, . ^ 1 seems to be arguing the case; 

and princes were Christians too, and the judge seems to be objecting. 

could be deposed or excommunicated From a woodcut in a book 

by the Pope. To withdraw from the pdnted in Lyon, France, in the 
, T ^ . 1 r fifteenth century, 

church or to be excommunicated from 

it was .to be placed beyond the protection of all law, human or 
divine. 

Bishops and priests could exercise their authority freely, for 
they were not subject to the authority of the kin^ or prince in 
whose country they resided. If they committed offenses, they 
were not tried in the civil courts of king or prince but in the church 
courts, and by the church law — the canon law. In the church 
courts, too, lay citizens were tried for certain offenses such as 
sacrilege, heresy, or theft of church property, and for oifenses 
against religion. In respect to revenue, also, the church was 
independent of the state. Priests and bishops did not receive 
salaries from the state, nor were they supported by voluntary con- 
tributions. They administered an immense revenue, derived from 
the landed estates of the church and from the tithe or “ tenth ’’ — a 
tax which the church collected from all landowners. The church 
was a self-governing corporation not subject to the state, and a 
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Friar Preaching Outside a Church 

This scene is pictured in a French manuscript written about 1480. In the door- 
way stands a monk. Outside pulpits were not uncommon in medievah times. 


very wealthy corporation, disposing of a revenue far greater than 
that of any king or prince or business corporation of that day. 

Thus set apart from civil jurisdiction, the business of the bishops 
and priests was to direct the people in all matters concerning their 
spiritual an4 intellectual life. Priests and bishops and monks 
were almost the only educated people. They controlled* the schools 
and the universities ; they wrote most of the books ; they decided 
what was right for the people to read or have read to them. They 
were the guardians of faith and knowledge, the agents of God, whose 
duty it was to teach the people what they must do and what they 
must think in order to be good citizens and good men. 

In the thirteenth century, therefore, the chief contribution to 
knowledge was made by the church theologians, or philosophers; 
The most famous of these was Saint Thomas Aquinas. His great 
work was the Summa Theologica, which was intended to be an 
orderly statement of all knowledge. Saint Thomas said there 
were two sources of knowledge. The highest source of knowledge 
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was the revelation of Christian truth which God had made through 
the Bible and the church. Christian truth could not be attained 
by reason, but must be accepted on faith. The other source of 
knowledge was human reason. The two kinds of knowledge — 
that which rested on faith and that which rested on reason — were 
different, but not inconsistent. With humble and uncritical faith 
Saint Thomas accepted the truth of God’s revelation. With in- 
finite patience he mastered all the learning of his day. With calm 
confidence he marshaled his learning to prove that experience and 
reason were in harmony with the mysterious truth of revealed 
religion. As an effort to reconcile Christian faith with human 
reason, the Summa Theologica has never been surpassed in compre- 
hensiveness, in candor, or in the skill with which the author 
presents his arguments. 

Besides the work of the theologians in systematizing knowledge, 
the Middle Ages made a great contribution to art, especially to 
architecture. The Gothic cathedrals of the thirteenth century were 
in their way a perfect expression of medieval civilization. Perhaps 
the most famous of the cathedrals is Notre Dame, in Paris. It is 
safe to say that it is still, after six hundred years, the most im- 
pressive building in that cit}^ of impressive buildings. After six 
centuries, there it still stands, secure and untroubled, as if built to 
ignore and to outlive the follies and errors of men. How perfectly it 
expresses both the humility and the confidence of the age of faith I 
With its somber hues, its flying buttresses, its lifted towers, how 
well it cori%eys a sense of the seriousness and the mystery of life I 
With its high altar, the intricate design of its springing arches, and 
the soft lights and shadowy vistas of its vast interior, how it dis- 
poses the mind to humility and to adoration 1 The influence of 
the Gothic style of architecture, as well as that of the Greek and 
Roman forms, has persisted to our own times, and may be noted 
in the buildings of any large city. 

If we ask what modern civilization inherited from the Middle 
Ages, the answer is : (i) states ruled by kings and princes ; (2) so- 
ciety divided into classes with distinct rights and privileges; 
(3) the Christian religion as organized in the Roman Catholic 
Church and interpreted by the medieval theologians. 




Cathedrai. OF Notre Dame of Paris, Constructed in the Twelfth and Thirteenth Centuries 
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III. The Renaissance and the Reformation, 1300-1600 

In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries (1300-1500) many 
educated men turned from religious speculation to the study of 
the ancient Greek and Roman writers, or to the study of natural 
science. This movement in thought is called the Renaissance, 
and its chief effect was to discredit the religious and philosophi- 
cal teachings of the medieval church. In the sixteenth century 
(1500-1600) many people broke away from the medieval church. 
This movement is known as the Reformation or the Protestant 
Revolt, and its chief result was to establish in western Europe 
many different and hostile religious faiths. 

The Renaissance. The Renaissance was a re-birth or 
revival of interest in many things which the Middle Ages had 
cared little about. For one thing it was a revival of interest in the 
civilization and ideas of the ancient Greeks and Romans. In the 
early Middle Ages, although Latin was the language of the church 
and of scholarship, very little was known about the ancient Greek 
and Roman writers. But in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, 
chiefly as a result of the crusades, the ancient writers began to be 
better known and more studied in the West, especially in Italy; 
and iit the fifteenth century there were many men in Italy, in 
France, and even in England, who read Greek as well as Latin, and 
who felt that far more was to be learned from the ancient writers 
than from the theologians and philosophers of their 4>wn time. 

These men were called humanists. The humanists of the fifteenth 
century were, above all, passionate admirers of the classical writers. 
They searched everywhere for lost manuscripts of Greek and Latin 
literature and discovered many, hitherto ignored and neglected, in 
the libraries and vaults of Western monasteries. They collected 
the writings of classical writers, housed them in libraries, studied 
and edited them, and in the latter part of the fifteenth century had 
them printed in those “ original editions which still bring high 
prices in the book market. 

The greatest of the humanists was Erasmus. Erasmus was born, 
probably in 1469, in Rotterdam; but he studied in Paris, traveled 
in England, Germany, and Italy, and wrote, like all humanists, in 


36 


INTRODUCTION TO MODERN HISTORY 





Erasmus in His Study (i469?-i536) 

The inscription says: “Portrait of Erasmus of Rotterdam, made by Albrecht 
Diirer, from life . . . 1526.” The initials A-D were Dtirer’s usual signature. 


Latin. He corresponded with all the humanists of his time, and 
wrote many books. He was a great admirer and student of the 
ancient writers and edited many of their works. He remained a 
Catholic, but believed that many of the priests and theologians 
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had distorted the simple teachings of Jesus ; and he therefore pub- 
lished an edition of the New Testament — the first edition in the 
original Greek — in order to make clear the essential teachings 
of Christianity. 

The most famous and the most influential of Erasmus^ books 
were the Praise of Folly and the Colloquies. These works, written 
in lively, colloquial, and witty Latin, expressed his ideas on the 
manners and customs of his time. The follies which he praised 
(ironically) were the folly of many monks, living useless lives 
devoted to ascetk practices ; the folly of many of the theologians, 
who discoursed endlessly on the hidden allegorical meaning of 
unimportant Biblical passages ; and the folly of certain popes and 
bishops, who thought that truth and virtue could be maintained by 
burning heretics and suppressing heretical books. Erasmus liked 
above all things clear and honest thinking ; he disliked above ail 
things intolerance and persecution. He was the greatest of the hu- 
manists because his books, more effectively than any others, propa- 
gated a humane philosophy of life, teaching that one’s chief duties 
are to be intelligent, open-minded, charitable, and of good will to 
all men. Erasmus exerted a powerful influence not only through 
his books, but also through the private letters which he wrote to a 
great number of humanist scholars in all parts of Western Europe. 

The Renaissance was also a rebirth of art. There was developed 
a new style of architecture, known as the Renaissance. It was 
a modification of the Greek and Roman forms of |^uilding. The 
most famous example of Renaissance architecture is the great 
church of St. Peter in Rome, begun in 1506 but not completed until 
the seventeenth century (p. 38). The Renaissance style of archi- 
tecture is still used, in modified form, in designing modern build- 
ings. The Renaissance wafe even more famous for its achieve- 
ments in painting and sculpture than for its architecture. In 
the history of painting no names rank higher than Leonardp„da 
Vinci, MicMangdOj^and R^haej. (Italians, sixteenth century), or 
Rubens and Rembrandt^ (Dutchmen, sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries). 

A third aspect of the Renaissance was the revival of interest in 
geography, exploration, and natural science. In i486 the Portu- 







St. Peter’s is the largest church ever built. Among the architects and artists who contributed to the design were 

Raphael, hdCichelaxigelo, andl Bernini. The huge cupola was designed 3VXicheIan^elo. 
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Courtesy Smithsonian Institution 

An Early Model of a Flying Machine 


The great painter, Leonardo da Vinci, predicted that men would sometime learn 
to fly. His notebooks contain several designs for wings to be attached to the 
human body for that purpose. One of these designs, described about 1490 in a 
notebook now in the Library of Congress, was used by Paul E. Garber to make 
the above model, which is in the Smithsonian Institution in Washington. 

guese navigator, Bartholomew jpiaz, sailed around the southern 
point of Africa, and twelve year^ater Vasco da Gama sailed as 
far as India. In 1492 Columbus made the momentous discovery 
of America. These discoveries opened up a new and fascinating 
field of interest and endeavor. They were made possible by a new 
mechanical device, the mariner’s compass, which began to be used 
in Europe in the fourteenth century. At this time gunpowder was 
improved and made practicable; and in the fifteenth century 
printing from movable type was invented and applied. Besides 
being an artist, Leonardo da Vinci was much interested in mechan- 
ics, invented various devices, and predicted that in tjjne men would 
devise machines enabling them to fly in the air as the birds do. 
In the sixteenth century the Polish scientist, Copernicus, formulated 
the theory that the sun, not the earth, is the center of the solar 
system. Galileo, by observing a swinging lamp in a church, dis- 
covered the law of the pendulum, and by experimenting with fall- 
ing bodies formulated one of the fundamental laws of mechanics. 
Thus in the time of the Renaissance many men turned from the 
study of religion and theology to the study of natural science, and 
they began to employ a new method of acquiring knowledge — the 
modern method of observation and experiment. 

The Reformation or Protestant Revolt. In the year 1500 the 
medieval church was still, to all outward appearance, as secure as 
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it had ever been. Throughout Western Europe its doctrines were 
everywhere accepted ; the Pope was everywhere recognized ; the 
priests and bishops everywhere performed their customary duties. 
Yet during the next hundred years this situation was entirely 
changed. Half of western Europe renounced the faith and refused 
to recognize the authority of the church. The Lutheran Church 
was established in North Germany and in the Scandinavian coun- 
tries. The Zwinglian religion was established in many Swiss can- 
tons. The Calvinist religion was the recognized form in Holland 
and Scotland, in Geneva, and in some of the German states. The 
Anglican Episcopal Church was established in England. This 
transformation, known as the Reformation or Protestant Revolt, 
aroused intense bitterness and was accomplished only at the ex- 
pense of widespread and ruthless persecution and devastating 
civil wars. What were the influences that brought about this 
profound upheaval? We may discuss them briefly under three 
heads : (i) religious reasons ; (2) economic and social reasons ; and 
(3) political reasons. 

I. Religious reasons. The Reformation was started by Martin 
Luther, a teacher in the University of Wittenberg. In 1517 a monk 
named Tetzel came to a nearby village offering indulgences to those 
who would contribute to the building of the new cathedrahof St. 
Peter, at Rome. A charitable contribution of this kind was con- 
sidered by the church as an evidence of the contributor’s sorrow 
for his sins, an^, as such, might entitle him to a share in the spiritual 
merits accumulated from the good works of pious generations gone 
before. Hostile critics, however, represented this as a method of 
escaping, by paying money, from some of the penalty due to sin. 
This charge had been often made before, and had been dismissed 
as a misrepresentation of the true doctrine, arising from abuses 
caused by unworthy agents of the church. 

Luther now took up the cry, declaring that Tetzel was '^selling” 
licenses to commit sin. According to the custom of the times, he 
wrote and posted on the church door at Wittenberg ninety-five 
'‘theses.” These were ninety-fiive short statements relating to 
indulgences, and in posting them Luther was simply inviting 
learned professors to discuss the statements pro and con in order 


WHAT LED UP TO MODEim HISTORY 


41 


to determine, if possible, whether the practices of such agents of 
the church as Tetzel were or were not in accord with the true 
doctrine. It is clear from the form in which the theses were 
stated that Luther himself had come to haVe but little belief in 
the doctrine of good works.'’ While he did not declare outright 
that indulgences were useless, he made it clear that he believed it 
unnecessary for the people to make 
contributions of money. In fact, 

Luther virtually denounced the 
practice of the church in regard to 
indulgences, and denied the doc- 
trine of good works on which it 
was based. 

This action of Luther is usually 
considered the start of the Prot- 
estant Revolt. Luther’s theses 
raised a fundamental question, 
which is quite as live a question 
today as it was then. The question 
is this : Shall people rely for salva- 
tion on faith alone, or on faith plus t / o 

’ \ Mamin Luther (1483-1S46) 

good works as an evidence of that ^ 

° * Reproduced from a painting m the 

faith? Luther answered, on faith Pinakothek Museum, Munich. 

alone, and this doctrine was called 

‘^justification by faith.” The question soon became a subject of 
excited discussion throughout Germany, and Luth& became sud- 
denly famous. 

The Pope, Leo X, at first ignored the controversy; but soon, 
alarmed by the controversy, he sent a celebrated theologian, Eck, 
who, in a debate with Luther, forced Luther to admit that his 
(Luther’s) doctrine was similar to that of John Huss, who had 
been condemned and burned at the stake for heresy in the fifteenth 
century ; that his doctrine was therefore contrary to the teaching 
of the church, and that he must recant it. Luther refused to re- 
cant, was excommunicated by the Pope, and saved his life only by 
retiring to a secluded castle (the Wartburg) under the protection 
of the Duke of Saxony. Throughout Germany thousands of people 
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applauded Luther as a hero and a martyr, accepted his doctrines, 
and like him renounced the authority of the Pope. This was 
the beginning of the Protestant Lutheran Church, which in the 
sixteenth century wa^ permanently established in many principali- 
ties of North Germany, and in Denmark, Norway, and Sweden. 

Aside from Luther- the two principal leaders of the Protestant 
Reformation were Ulrich Zwing^^^ and John Calyin^ In 1519 
Zwingli began to teach Luther’s doctrine of justification by faith, 
and under his leadership about half of the Swiss cantons broke 
away from the old church and established Zwinglian Protestant 
churches. John Calvin was. a Frenchman who published in 1563 
one of the rniost influential bpoks ever written — The InstUutes 
of the Christian Religion, It was a systematic treatise on religion 
and politics, based on the doctrine of justification by faith. Calvin 
had many followers in France (called Huguenots), but the king 
refused to support him and he went to Geneva, in Switzerland, 
where he established an independent church-state. , From Geneva 
his teachings spread into Germany, Holland, England, and Scot- 
land (Scotch Presbyterian Church), and in the seventeenth cen- 
tury to New England. 

Why did the new doctrine of justification by faith spread so 
rapidly? As formulated by Luther and Calvin, this doctripe was 
too learned and philosophical for ordinary folk to understand. 
Luther himself was astonished, and we may well be astonished, to 
learn that this abstruse doctrine was welcomed so eagerly by thou- 
sands of common people everywhere. The reason is that the 
common people, who knew nothing and cared less about theo- 
logical doctrines, sympathized to a large extent with Luther’s 
objections. They knew that popes and bishops were only too often 
more interested in worldly affairs than in religion. Pope Leo X, 
the Vicar of Christ in name, was himself a worldly man, best known 
as a collector of manuscripts and a patron of literature and art. 
Many bishops lived comfortable, worldly lives and seemed not to 
care whether people practiced Christianity or not, so long as they 
observed the ceremonials and ritual of the church. Many people, 
especially the frivolous and fashionable, ignored the teaching of the 
church that confession of sms must be accompanied by true sorrow 
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for them. Yet they received absolution for them ; and those who 
blamed the priests for this said that it seemed that to be a good 
Christian one needed only to observe the conventions of society, do 
as most people did, and not become involved in scandal or heresy. 

Long before Luther’s time thousands of common people felt that 
this was not enough. They were incensed at the cynical worldli- 
ness and indifference of the clergy. They regarded the abuse of 
indulgences as so bad that they wanted the use of indulgences to 
be given up, altogether. They felt that Christianity wa§, or ought 
to be, something mo re than a convent ional observance of rites and 
ceremonies. They felt that to be a good Christian one nmh ^'*live 
the good life” — one must be right with God, not merely right with 
the bishop or the Pope. 

These were the religious ideas which led many people to resist 
the authority of the church. But the people who opposed the 
church on religious grounds were likely to oppose it for economic 
and social reasons also. Let us see what these were. 

2. Economic mid social reasons. The teachings of Luther and 
Calvin were more popular in the towns than in the country. In 
the towns they were more popular among middle-class people than 
among the very poor or the very rich ; in the country, more popular 
among** the lesser nobles and country gentlemen than among the 
peasants and the great nobles. There were many exceptions to 
this rule, but in general the Protestant Reformation was the work 
of middle-class people in town and country. Why were the 
middle-class people more opposed to the old church than the upper 
classes were? The answer is that in the sixteenth century the 
church was largely controlled by the upper classes and administered 
largely for their benefit. 

In each country the ruling aristocracy was composed chiefly of 
the ruling king or prince, the great nobles, the very wealthy finan- 
ciers and business men, and the bishops of the church. Very 
wealthy men loaned money to needy kings and nobles and in return 
were provided with opportunities for making more money. The 
great nobles, being often at court, were in close touch with the ruling 
king or prince and in return for their support obtained from the 
king or prince many favors. One thing which the king could do for 
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the nobles was to use his influence to get their sons appomted to 
high offices in the church ; and in most countries iii the sixteenth 
century a majority of the bishops, archbishops, and heads of mon- 
asteries were younger sons of the great nobles. This means that the 
wealth and power of the church were largely in the hands of men 
who by birth and social position belonged to the ruling aristocracy. 
This is why the bishops gave their chief attention to administering 
the church property, lived luxuriously in their episcopal palaces, 
lent dignity and color to the fashionable court society, and were 
mostly content with a formal and worldly religion that suited their 
aristocratic friends and relatives. 

The middie-class people in town and country lived in a different 
world from that of the ruling aristocracy of nobles and bishops. 
The poor country nobles were rarely seen at court and received few 
favors from the king. Their sons might become parish priests, but 
the rich bishoprics were not for them. They looked with a jealous 
eye upon the wealthy court nobles who fawned upon the king and 
obtained from him smiles, pensions, and offices. The artisans and 
merchants and the lawyers and doctors living in the towns were 
looked down upon by the nobles and also by the bishops, who were 
likely to be of noble birth and who in any case did not associate on 
ecjuai terms with shopkeepers and lawyers. The guilds were not 
so prosperous as they had once been. A few fortunate men were 
reaping the chief rewards of industry and commerce, and the town 
governments ^were falling more and more into the control of the 
very wealthy. Nobles were exempt from taxation, while the 
middle-class people paid taxes which the king as likely as not used 
to reward some favorite courtier. The bishop expected the middle- 
class people to contribute to the support of the church, although he 
regarded business as an ignoble occupation and taught that lending 
money for interest was a form of usury, contrary to religion and 
morality. 

This is why middle-class people were more opposed to the church 
than the upper classes were. They felt that the church had fallen 
into the control of a wealthy aristocracy that looked down upon 
them and cared little for their interests. They felt that they had 
no control over the church that commanded their obedience, and 
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that the virtues which they prized — industry, frugality, sobriety 
— were not sufhcientiy emphasized by popes or bishops. 

3, Political feasofis. The middle-class followers of Luther and 
Calvin could not by themselves have broken away from the medi- 
eval church. The Reformation vras successful because the re- 
formers in many countries were supported by the ruling king or 
prince. Few kings or princes were interested in the doctrine of 
justification by faith or the doctrine of justification by works. 
They were for the most part interested in increasing their political 
power wdthin their own countries. In the sixteenth century the 
church was still in many ways outside the king’s authority. The 
immense property of the church was exempt from royal taxation. 
Bishops still administered justice in church courts in accord with 
the canon law. Every year large revenues were carried out of every 
country to the papal treasury, and the Pope w^as still able to inter- 
fere. in many ways with the aims and ambitions of kings and 
princes. 

The widespread popularity of the new teachings of Luther and 
Calvin offered an excellent opportunity for any king or prince to 
strengthen his political authority within his own country. If in 
any country the new teachings were accepted by a majority of the 
people, the king or prince could then safely support the heretics 
against the church. On the ground of defending the true religion, 
he could confiscate the property of the church in his country, sup- 
press the taxes levied by the church, keep at home the revenues 
formerly paid to the Pope, and free himself entirely from papal 
interference. He could then authorize the establishment of the 
new Protestant religion. Moreover, the new church, its property 
and its ministers, would be subject to the political authority of the 
king or prince, since it depended on him for its existence. This is 
what happened in many of the countries where Protestant churches 
were established ~ in many German principalities, and in Holland, 
Denmark, Sweden, Norway, and England. 

Thus the Reformation resulted in establishing in western Europe 
many religions and many churches. It broke the acknowledged 
authority of the medieval church, and strengthened the civil author- 
ity of kings and princes. All this was not accomplished without 
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much strife and bloodshed. For a century and a half Europe was 
devastated by ‘civil and international wars growing out of the reli- 
gious conflict. Luther and Calvin were no more tolerant in matters 
of religion than the popes or the priests of the Catholic Church, 
At Geneva Calvin had Servetus burned at the stake for heresy. 
Luther said: “It is not for Herr Omnes C Mr. Everyman’) to 
decide what should be rejected ” in matters of religion ; and he did 
all that he could to suppress other forms of belief than his own. 
Yet in the end the Reformation helped to spread abroad a spirit of 
toleration. After fighting over religion for more than a hundred 
years people became tired of such conflicts. When many religions 
were established, each claiming to be the true one, many people 
were sure to think : “ They can’t all be right. Perhaps none of 
them is wholly right.” 

We have now described briefly the three great epochs that led 
up to modern history : (i) the classical world of Greece and Rome ; 
(2) the Middle Ages ; and (3) the Renaissance and the Reformation. 
By the seventeenth century the civilization of western Europe was 
already taking on those modern characteristics that are familiar 
to us. Europe was already divided into many sovereign states 
contending with each other for independence or supremacy. Soci- 
ety was divided into three classes (nobles, peasants, and bourgeoi- 
sie) whose conflicting interests w^ere to shape the domestic history 
of every country in modern times. Instead of one religion and 
one dominant church throughout western Europe, there were many 
religions and many churches. The chief European languages, more 
and more employed in place of Latin as a medium of literary expres- 
sion, were beginning to take on their modern form;, and learned 
men, ceasing to be exclusively interested in religion and theology, 
were already turning to those subjects which modern scholars have 
chiefly cultivated — classical studies, politics, economics, history, 
and natural science. 


QUESTIONS 

I. When did Greek civilization reach its height? Who were the chie; 
Greek philosophers ? dramatists ? sculptors? Are there any build- 
ings in your community in the “ Greek style”? What famous monu- 
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ment in Washington, D. C., is in the Greek style? How was Greek 
civilization spread over western Asia? What is the difference between 
stoicism and epicureanism? In general, what does modern civilization 
owe to the ancient Greeks? 

2. When did the Romans conquer the East? How did this conquest 
influence Roman civilization? What countries were included in the 
Roman Empire? What material remains of Roman civilization still 
exist in Europe? What were the chief contributions of the Romans 
to European civilization? 

3. Why did the Roman government break down in the West ? How 
did feudalism become established ? What did it contribute to European 
civilization ? In what ways did the medieval church differ from modern 
churches? Who w^as Saint Thomas iVquinas? TeU all you can about 
his work, the Summa Theologica. What are the most noticeable archi- 
tectural differences between a Gothic cathedral and a Greek temple? 
What did the Middle Ages contribute to European civilization? 

4. What is meant by the ^^Renaissance’’? Who were the '^human- 
ists”? TeU ail you can about Erasmus and his writings. What im- 
portant geographical discoveries were made in the fifteenth and six- 
teenth centuries? What new methods of acquiring knowledge were 
employed in the time of the Renaissance? What was the "Reforma- 
tion”? What did Luther teach, and w^hy were his doctrines so popu- 
lar in the sixteenth century? Why were middle-class people more 
opposed to the church than upper-class people were? Why did many 
kings and princes support the Protestants? What did the Renaissance 
and tliQ Reformation contribute to European civilization ? 
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PART II 


THE AGE OF KINGS AND NOBLES 

Why Part II is called the Age of Kings and Nobles. It is easier 
to remember and understand the course of events in history if we 
divide it into a few principal periods. You will see that in this 
book modern history is divided into four periods or parts. Part I 
was devoted to a general introduction to modern history, explaining 
in a brief way what the chief characteristics of modern history are 
and what the ancient world of Greece and Rome and the period of 
the Middle Ages contributed to modern history. Part II will deal 
with the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and this period in 
modern history we may remember as the Age of Kings and Nobles. 

Of course there were kings and nobles in the Middle Ages ; and 
there are still kings in some countries, such as England, today ; and 
there are still nobles in most European countries. But in the 
Middle Ages the power of kings was often not very great, and since 
the eighteenth century — that is, since the French Revolution 
(1789) — kings and nobles have been going out of fashion. In the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, however, the power of kings 
was well established in most countries ; and in most countries the 
king ruled with the aid, and largely for the benefit, of a small class 
of nobles who were thought to be better than ordinary people and 
who enjoyed rights and privileges which ordinary people did not 
enjoy. In nearly every country there were also a small number of 
middle-class people who, on account of their wealth, exercised a 
good deal of influence and enjoyed advantages which were denied’ 
to the great mass of the people. In short, the nobles and the very 
wealthy middle class formed an aristocracy, and kings ruled with 
the support of this aristocracy and very largely for the advancement 
of its interests. 

Abraham Lincoln, in his famous Gettysburg Address, said that 
in the United States we were engaged in a great experiment, the 
object of which was to see whether it was possible to establish 

51 


52 


THE AGE OF KINGS AND NOBLES 


permanently a government of the people, by the people, for the 
people/' In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the theory 
and the practice were quite different from that. The prevailing 
idea then seemed to be that the best form of government was a 
government of the people^ by the king, for the nobles and the rich. This 
is why the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries may well be called 
the Age of Kings and Nobles. 




Bridge over the Rhine, at Strasbourg 
From an engraving by W. Hollar, made in 1630. 


C HAPTER III. HOW THE ENGLISH MADE A REVOLU- 
TION, WERE NOT WELL PLEASED WITH IT, AND MADE 
ANOTHER MORE TO THEIR LIKING 

Kings . . . have power of raising and casting down, of life and death, judges over 
all their subjects, . . . a^id' yet accountable to none but God only. James I 

Give me the liberty to knoiv, to utter, and to argue freely according to my conscience, 
above all other liberties. Milton 

The struggle for self-government in modern history. In the 
seventeenth century most countries were governed by kings who 
claimed to rule by the will of God; hut in our day most countries are 
governed by elected parliaments or congresses claiming to rule by 
the will of the people. This change from governme^it by kings to 
government by the people is the most important fact in the political 
history of modern times. The change came earlier in some countries 
than in others, and in no country was it brought about all at once. 
Government by the people has been won only slowly, and by hard 
struggle, usuall}^ only by revolution and bloodshed. One of the 
earliest and most important of these revolutionary movements 
occurred in England in the seventeenth century (1640-1689). We 
may speak of the events of this period as the English Revolution.’’ 

The English Revolution was not democratic revolution. The 
English were better able than many countries to limit the power of 
their kings because they had what other peoples had not — - a well- 

53 



54 THE AGE OF KINGS AND NOBLES 

organized Parliament to carry on the struggle against them. In 
the seventeenth century the English Parliament was composed, as 
it is now, of two houses — the House of Lords and the House of 
Commons. Nobles and bishops sat in the House of Lords as they 
do now ; but in the seventeenth century the members of the House 
of Commons were not elected by all the people, as they are now. 
They were elected by a few wealthy merchants and landowners. 
The men who sat in the House of Commons were mostly wealthy 
landowners called '' country gentlemen,’' who were closely related 
to the nobles by birth and marriage. It was this closely related 
class of nobles and country gentlemen that really controlled the 
Parliament and carried on the struggle against the king. 

The nobles and country gentlemen who sat in Parliament did not 
believe at all in democracy. They were unwilling to let the king 
govern as he pleased, because they wanted to have something to say 
about the government themselves ; but they had no desire to allow 
the great mass of the people to have anything to say about the 
government. The English Revolution was thus not a democratic 
revolution but an aristocratic revolution. It was only the first 
stage on the road to government by the people. 

Why the nobles and country gentlemen were not willing to let the 
king govern as he liked. As soon as James I became king (1603), 
the nobles and country gentlemen in Parliament began to quarrel 
with him, and attempted to limit his power. They did not quarrel 
with James biicause he was a cruel tyrant, or because they were 
poor and oppressed. They quarreled with James chiefly for two 
reasons : (i) because they were well able to take care of themselves 
without the king’s aid ; and (2) because they did not like James. 

If the nobles had felt the need of a strong king to protect and aid 
them, they might not have attempted to limit his power. But 
since the English live on an island, they have never had to fear 
military invasion so much as other people — the French, for 
example. Moreover, they had recently defeated the most powerful 
king in Europe, Philip II, and since the destruction of his famous 
Armada they had felt more independent than ever. Thus the 
English people in the seventeenth century did not feel the need of 
a strong king and a large army to defend them. Besides, the 
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National Gallery, London 

A Seventeenth Century Poultry Shop 
Perhaps the lady will buy the hare also. Note the decoration under the counter 
and the live turkey in the basket. From a painting by G. Dou. 

English nobles and country gentlemen did not live at court as the 
French nobles did. They lived on their estates, and as most of 
them were very well off, they could take care of themselves and did 
not need to ask the king for money and favors. On this account^ 
also, the English nobles were in a better position than the French to 
prevent the king from ruling as he pleased. 
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Not only did the nobles and country gentlemen feel independ- 
ent of the new king — they did not like him. Janies I was a 
Scotchman, and therefore half a foreigner. He was clumsy and 
undignified and not used to English ways. He could not speak 
English well, although he spoke much and often, scolding the 
country gentlemen, and telling them that government was not 
their affair. They had been scolded by Elizabeth too, but they 
had been able to put up with that better because Elizabeth was 
an Englishwoman and very popular. The proud country gentle- 
men were in no mind to be scolded by this awkward Scotchman 
who spoke with a Scotch brogue and pretended to know more 
about the government of their country than they did. 

So the country gentlemen quarreled with James from the very 
first, and with his son Charles, who succeeded James. The king 
was determined to govern as he pleased, while the nobles and 
country gentlemen were determined to prevent him from governing 
except with the consent of Parliament. But in the seventeenth 
century a king could not easily govern as he pleased unless he had 
two very important things. These two things were money and 
bishops. We must now see (i) how the king and Parliament 
quarreled about money, and (2) how they quarreled about bishops. 

I. The quarrel over money. No king could govern as he pleased 
if he had to ask someone for money every time he needed a few 
thousand dollars. The French king, Louis XIV, had no trouble 
of this kind. But the English kings had to ask Parliament for 
money. It was customary, at the beginning of each reign, for 
Parliament to grant the king for life the income from certain taxes 
called tonnage and poundage duties. If the king could not get 
along with this revenue, he had to ask Parliament for more, and the 
Parliament, if it disliked the way he was governing, could refuse to 
give it to him unless he promised to do differently. This privilege 
was known as the “ power of the purse.” It was by keeping the 
purse in its own pocket, and by being very stingy in doling out 
money to the king, that the English Parliament was able to limit 
the king’s power. 

James I, although a Scotchman, was less economical than 
Elizabeth had been, and so he had always to be asking Parliament 
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A Seventeenth Century JMusical Party 

From a painting by Velsen. The people of this century enjoyed music, as we 
do today. Two of them are singing, accompanied by a violinist. 

for money. Since the nobles and country gentlemen did not like 
him or his way of governing, they never gave him enough. James 
then taxed the people without asking the consent of Parliament. 
James said that he was only doing what previous kings had done, 
and that he was therefore acting according to the Jaw. This was 
true ; but James made matters worse by claiming that he was not 
bound by the law anyway. He said he was responsible to no one, 
or to no one but God. “ Kings,” he said, are rightly called gods, 
for that they exercise a manner or resemblance of divine power on 
earth. . . . God hath power to create or destroy. . . . And like 
power have kings : they make and unmake their subjects ; they have 
power of . , . life and death . . . and yet are accountable to none 
but God only.” 

This kind of talk about the divine right of kings,” as the theory 
is called, only made the country gentlemen more stingy than ever 
with their money; and when Charles I became king (1625), they 
refused to give him any money for more than a year. Charles 
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followed the practice of his father. He collected taxes without ask- 
ing Parliament. He asked people for “loans/’ and many w^ho 
refused were put in prison. On account of his wars he could not 
raise enough money by these methods,, and at last, in 1628, he had 
to ask Parliament to help him out. Before giving him what he 
asked for, Parliament forced Charles to agree to the famous Peti- 
tion of Right, which from that day has been regarded as one of the 
great safeguards of English liberty. 

The Petition of Right stated that the king, by taxing people with- 
out the consent of Parliament, and by imprisoning people without 
fair trial in the courts, had violated certain ancient laws of England, 
such as those of the Magna Carta (1215). It then petitioned the 
king that 

no man hereafter be compelled to make any gift, loan, benevo- 
lence, tax, or such-like charge, without common consent by act of 
Parliament ; and that no freeman, in any such manner as is before 
mentioned, be imprisoned or detained. All which they most 
humbly pray Your Most Excellent Majesty, as their rights and 
liberties according to the laws and statutes of this realm. 

As soon as Charles got the money he heeded, he dissolved the 
Parliament (1629). For eleven years he did not call another, and in 
order to run the government he continued to levy taxes in the old 
way, just as if he had not agreed to the Petition of Right. He even 
invented new methods of raising money, one of which was the col- 
lection of siijp money.” He commanded the counties to furnish 
ships for the navy, and since most of them had no ships, they were 
required to pay taxes in place of ships. John Hampden, a rich 
country gentleman, refused to pay a ship-money tax of twenty 
shillings, claiming that the tax was illegal ; but when his case was 
brought to trial, the judge decided that the king had a legal right to 
collect ship money. 

John Hampden was a very wealthy man, and he could well afford 
to pay a tax of twenty shillings. The country gentlemen were not 
alarmed at the amount of the tax. What alarmed them was the 
fact that the king seemed able to govern the country without any 
Parliament at all. It was now nine years since there had been 
a Parliament in England, and if Charles could collect taxes and get 
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the judges to decide that he had a legal right to do so, there might 
never be another one. 

Meantime, this quarrel between the country gentlemen and the 
king over taxes had come to be mixed up with another quarrel. 
This other quarrel was the dispute be- 
tween the Puritans and the bishops. 

2. The quarrel over religion: Puri- 
tans and bishops. In the seventeenth 
century a king needed bishops almost 
as much as he needed money. One 
thing which greatly helped Louis XIV 
to rule in France was this: He ap- 
pointed the bishops of the- Catholic 
Church, and the bishops taught the 
people to be obedient to the king be- 
cause God had given the king authority 
to rule them. The established church 
in England (the English or Anglican 
Church) was much like the Catholic 
Church, except that the Pope was not 
the head of it. The king was the head 
of the English Church. The king ap- 
pointed the bishops, and the bishops 
ruled the clergy. Thus the English 
bishops could be as useful to the King 
of England as Catholic bishops could 
be to the King of France, so long as the people were satisfied with 
the English Church and were willing to obey the bishops. 

The trouble was that in England there were many people who 
were not satisfied with the English Church. There were the 
Separatists who, like the Huguenots in France, wished to separate 
from the established church and worship as they pleased. The 
Separatists preached the modern idea of religious toleration, and 
being few. in number, they were harshly persecuted as wild and 
dangerous people. Far more numerous were the Puritans. The 
Puritans were not satisfied with the English Church, since it 
reminded them of the Catholic Church. When the Puritans went 
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to church, they could hardly have told that they were not in a 
Catholic Church if the priest had not read the service in English 
instead of in Latin. They were of ended by all of those things 
which reminded them of the Catholic service the priest s gown 
and the use of incense and crosses and saints images. These things 
they called popish practices,” and they themselves were called 
Puritans because they wished to purify the Church of these 
popish practices. 

The Puritans hoped that James I would agree with them, since 
he came from Scotland, where the ideas of the Puritans were very 
popular. But this was one reason why James would not agree 
with them. As King of Scotland he had had a hard time of it, 
because in Scotland the clergy, being chosen by the people, did not 
obey the king very well. James thought that the English Puritans, 
like the Scotch Presbyterians, wished to abolish the bishops and have 
the clergy chosen by the people. Therefore, in 1604, when some 
Puritan clergymen petitioned to have a few changes made in the 
church service, James became angry. '' A Scotch Presbytery,” he 
exclaimed, “ agreeth as well with monarchy as God with the devil. 
Then Jack and Tom and Will and Dick shall meet, and at their 
pleasure censure me and my council. . . . Until you find that 
I grow lazy, let that alone. . . . No bishop, no king, as before I 
said.” , 

“ No bishop, no king ” was Charles’s motto as well as James’s. 
During Chartes’s reign the number of Puritans greatly increased, 
and their opposition to bishops became more intense, especially on 
account of the conduct of William Laud, whom Charles appointed 
to be Archbishop of Canterbury in 1633. The new archbishop dis- 
missed all of the clergy who refused to conduct religious services 
strictly according to the rules of the Prayer Book; and Puritan 
writers who criticized the archbishop were fined and imprisoned, or 
had their ears cut off. These things made many people think that 
Charles and his new archbishop were Catholics at heart, and that 
they were secretly bent upon changing the church back into a 
Catholic Church. The future looked so black that thousands of 
Puritans fled to America, and founded the colony of Massachusetts, 
where they could establish a church that suited them. 
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Archives photographiques d'art et d'histoire 

Military Uniforms and Equipment, Early Seventeenth Century 

The soldier at the left carries a musket (harquebus) so heavy that when firing he 
has to rest it in the forked staff which he carries in his right hand. In his left 
hand is the match ” — a wick or cord that burned slowly — used for firing 
it. The other soldier carries a species of battle-ax called a halberd. 

Most of the Puritans remained in England, however. And in this 
period even the country gentlemen were becoming puritan in a 
sense, because it seemed to them that the church arfd the bishops 
were working hand in hand with the king to establish autocratic 
government by abolishing Parliament and restoring the Catholic 
religion. Puritans and country gentlemen therefore joined hands 
against the king and the bishops. It was this struggle of the Puri- 
tans and country gentlemen against the king and the bishops that 
started the first revolution. 

How the Long Parliament started the first revolution, 1640. 
Strange as it may seem, the fkst English revolution (1640-1649) was 
precipitated by events occurring in Scotland. Although Charles 
was King of Scotland, the Scots really governed themselves through 
their Presbyterian Church, in which the clergy were elected by the 
people. Charles knew that he would never be able to govern Scot- 
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land as he did England, until there were bishops appointed by him- 
self to govern the Scotch clergy. In 1637 he therefore tried to 
change the Scotch church into something like the English Church. 
The whole Scotch nation rose up in defense of its religion; and 
when Charles sent an army to conquer the country, the Scotch army 
defeated the king’s army, occupied northern England, and refused 
to go home until it was paid {Bishops’ War, i6jp). Without money 
Charles could neither fight the Scots nor make peace with them. 
He was therefore forced to call the English Parliament and ask it to 
help him out. This was the famous “ Long Parliament ” (1640), 
whicli began the revolution. 

The Puritans and the country gentlemen now had Charles in a 
tight place. Of course they refused to give him any money for the 
Scotch war until he promised to behave better in the future. They 
forced him to agree to certain new Constitutional Laws. One of 
these was the Triennial Act (1641), which provided that Parlia- 
ment should be called at least once every three years. Other laws 
abolished ship money and made it illegal for the king to levy taxes 
without the consent of Parliament or to imprison people without 
a fair trial in the courts. These laws changed the form of govern- 
ment in England from an absolute monarchy to a constitutional 
monarchy. The king was still the head of the government, but 
according to these laws he could no longer rule except with tte con- 
sent of Parliament. Charles had to agree to these laws, because he 
needed mone^’’ and because the members of Parliament were all in 
favor of them. 

After these Constitutional Laws were passed, the Parliament 
divided into two parties. The extreme Puritans wished to limit 
the king’s power still more, and they wished especially to reform the 
church by abolishing the bishops and adopting a simple Puritan 
form of worship. But the nobles and most of the country gentle- 
men thought that enough had been done. Now that the king could 
no longer rule without the consent of Parliament, they no longer 
feared the bishops, and they never had liked the extreme Puritans 
who wished to make life sad and sober by doing away with sports 
and amusements and pictures and music. So, on the question of 
church reform, the country gentlemen parted company with the 
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Termtory Controlled by the King and Territory Controlled by 
Parliament, 1642 


extreme Puritans, and were ready to side with the king and the 
bishops. 

How the Civil War came and how it ended, 1642-1646. Charles 
might have ended the revolution now if he had been willing to keep 
quiet. But he was bound to get back all of his old power. He tried 
to frighten Parliament by bringing some soldiers into the House of 
Commons in order to arrest five of the chief leaders of the Puritan 
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party. When this failed, he left London and began to gather troops 
in order to dissolve Parliament by force. Parliament levied troops 
to resist the king, and so civil war began (1642). 

Most of the nobles and country gentlemen preferred to be 
governed by the king rather than by a Puritan Parliament. So 

they took their swords, mounted 
their horses, and went to fight as 
cavalry (“ Cavaliers ”) for King 
Charles. Parliament had to take 
its soldiers chiefly from the Puri- 
tan townsmen and farmers of south- 
ern England. Since they were not 
so used to guns and fighting as the 
country gentlemen were, the Par- 
liament troops were at first defeated 
by the king’s troops. But after 
two years Oliver Cromwell, one of 
the country gentlemen who sided 
with Parliament, trained these 
Puritan Roundheads ” so that 
they could fight as well as the 
Cavaliers. Besides its own army, 
Parliament had the aid of the 
Scotch army. In 1643, the Scots, 
fearing that if Charles conquered 
England he might next conquer 
Scotland, agreed to fight for Parliament if Parliament would agree 
to establish the Presbyterian religion in England. 

Thus the king had to fight two armies — the Scotch army and the 
Parliament army of Cromwell and Fairfax. In 1644 Cromwell 
joined the Scotch army and badly defeated Charles at Marston 
Moor. The result of this battle was that Charles lost control of 
northern England, and from now on he had to fight two armies — 
the Scotch in the north, and the Parliament army in the south. 
In 1645 he was again badly defeated at Naseby. The next year 
(1646) his army surrendered to General Fairfax, and Charles gave 
himself up to the Scotch army. The Civil War was over. 



National Portrait Gallery, London 

OmTER Cromwell, Lord Pro- 
tector or TfiE Commonwealth 
(1599-1658) 

Cromwell was not prepossessing in 
appearance. His face was disfig- 
ured by a wart. His voice was 
harsh, and he was careless in his 
dress. Yet he was a man of great 
energy and action. 
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How the king lost his head, 1649. When Charles surrendered, in 
1646, no one dreamed of punishing him by cutting off his head. 
His enemies were willing to restore him to his throne if he would 
agree to certain terms. Since the king was helpless you might 
think this would have been a simple matter to arrange. The 
trouble was that the king had three enemies — the Scots, the 
English Parliament, and the army of Cromwell; and these three 
enemies were now almost as hostile to each other as they were to 
the king. They had been united in making war on the king ; but 
they were hopelessly divided in making peace wdth him. 

The Scots were willing to restore the king if he would agree to 
maintain the Presbyterian religion in Scotland and England. But 
Parliament was opposed to this. During the war the Puritans in 
Parliament had abolished the bishops and adopted a simple form of 
worship ; but they were opposed to the Scotch system of having the 
clergy elected by the people. When the Scots found that the king 
had no serious intention of doing what they wished, they demanded 
their pay and went home, leaving the king in the hands of the 
English. 

But now Parliament could not impose its terms on the king be- 
cause Cromwell and the soldiers would not agree to them. Most of 
the soldiers were members of the various dissenting ’’ religions — 
Separatists or Independents, Baptists, or Fifth Monarchy Men. 
They had joined Cromwell’s army because they had been perse- 
cuted for their religion, and they had thought they were fighting for 
religious liberty. They had fought well, they felt that they had won 
the war, and they were therefore unwilling to agree to any peace 
which did not give them the religious freedom for which they had 
fought. This was just what Parliament was unwilling to give them. 
Parliament had been willing to have these men fight its battles for 
it ; but now that the war was over, it was ready to fine and imprison 
these old veterans and cut off their ears unless they joined the 
established Puritan Church. No wonder the soldiers refused to 
disband ! 

Cromwell, who was a member of Parliament, and the most trusted 
leader of the soldiers, proposed a plan which he thought all parties 
might agree to. Let us restore the king to his throne,” he said in 






Soldiers in Camp, Seventeenth Century 
In the background are the tents of the cavalry. Drawn by G. P. Rugendas, 

effect, “ and let the king in future agree to govern with the consent 
of Parliament. Let us restore the old church, with its bishops, 
since that is what most of the people want ; but since the Puri- 
tans and Separatists and Baptists have served us well in the war, let. 
us not persecute them any more but let them worship as they like, 
outside of the established church. And so let us have peace and 
liberty.” This was a wise plan, but it was not what either king or 
Parliament or soldiers wanted. 

Would it not, then, have been a good plan to dissolve Parliament, 
have a new election, and let the people decide what should be done ? 
Perhaps it would have been. But neither the soldiers nor the 
Puritans in Parliament would do this, because they knew that the 
great majority of the people were now ready to support the king 
rather than the Parliament or the army. The people were tired of 
war and revolution ; they were sorry for the king who had been so 
long a captive ; they disliked the meddling of the soldiers in politics ; 
they were not in favor of religious toleration or of a Puritan 
church. If the people had been allowed to decide, they would have 




Costume about 1650 

From an engraving by Hollar. Left, a country woman of Strasbourg. Right, 
a woman of the upper classes in Antwerp dressed in a street costume. Notice 
that she is carrying a fan. * 

disbanded the army ; they would have restored the king and the old 
church ; and they would have refused to grant religious toleration. 

Cromwell and the soldiers were bound to have religious toleration 
for themselves at all costs ; and since they had the power they got 
their way. Thinking that the king was the cause of all their diffi- 
culties, they decided to get rid of him. In December, 1648, Colonel 
Pride, with a troop of soldiers, came into the House of Commons 
and drove out those members who would not agree to this {Pride's 
Purge, Dec. 6, 1648). The few remaining members, known as the 
'' Rump Parliament,” then declared that they represented the 
'‘people.” In the name of the people, they declared the king 
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guilty of treason and condemned him to death. January 30, 1649, 
he was executed. The Rump Parliament now declared the mon- 
archy and the House of Lords abolished, resolved that England 
shall henceforth be governed as a Commonwealth or free state, and 
devised a new seal bearing the words, In the First Year of Liberty 
by God’s blessing restored.” The first revolution was at an end. 

How Cromwell governed England as a Commonwealth. In spite 
of these solemn words, it was not really by God’s blessing or by the 
will of the people that the king was executed or the Commonwealth 
established. These things were done by Cromwell and the army, 
contrary to the will of the people, without any right at all except the 
right of might. 

For nearly ten years Cromwell governed England by military 
force. am as much for government by consent as any man,” 
Cromwell once said, ''but where shall we find that consent?” It 
is not quite true that Cromwell was for government by consent. 
He wanted the people to consent to his government, which is not 
quite the same thing. He tried several times to get the people to 
consent to his government, but they never did. And so the Com- 
monwealth was not a commonwealth at all, except in name. Crom- 
well governed effectively; but his government was a military 
dictatorship, more autocratic and severe than that of Charles I had 
ever been. 


CromweO brought peace between the sects in England. Prot- 
estants who djd not oppose his government were allowed to believe 
and worship as they liked._ In Ireland, however, he plainly stated 
that his ideal of toleration did not extend to Catholics. He 
caused many Catholics to be slaughtered, and thousands to be 
banished; so that his name has remained to the Irish a symbol 
for bigotry and mercUess cruelty. In England, too, his govern- 
ment soon became unpopular. During Cromwell’s time the great 
majority of people came to dislike intensely two things — Puritans 
and soliers. The more CromweU tried to force the people to adopt 
sober Puritan customs and habits, the more they disliked the 
uritan customs and habits. The more they were forced to obey 
a government of soldiers, the more they desired to get rid of a 
government by soldiers. When Cromwell died, in 1658, the great 
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From a painting by Jan Steen. So far as enjoyment in eating goes, men and 
dogs do not seem to have changed much since the seventeenth century. The 
same kind of outside tables and benches may be seen today in the gardens of 
European country inns. 

majority of the people longed for a return of the good old times 
when they had had a king and a Parliament, when they had had a 
church with bishops in lawn sleeves and priests reading the Prayer 
Book, and when they had been permitted to follow old customs. 

The restoration of 1660. CromwelFs son, Richard, could not 
control the army, and therefore he could not carry on CromwelFs 
system of government. The real power fell to General Monk, who 
thought it would be better to restore the king, since that was what 
most people wanted. He therefore assembled a Parliament which 
declared that “ according to the ancient and fundamental laws of 
the kingdom, the government of England is and ought to be by 
king, lords, and commons.” The son of Charles I, who had been 
living in exile in France, was invited to return, and in 1660 he was 
proclaimed King Charles II. This event is known as the Stuart 
Restoration of 1660. 
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Charles at once called a new Parliament. It was composed 
mainly of young country gentlemen who could not remember the 
oppressions of Charles I but who remembered very well the oppres- 
sions of Cromwell. They were therefore very hostile to everything 
that reminded them of the Puritan Commonwealth. So they 
re-established the old English Church with its bishops, and passed 
severe laws against the Puritans, the Separatists or Independents, 
the Baptists, and the Quakers. But although they were strong for 
king and church, they did not wish the king to govern autocrati- 
cally, and so they did not repeal the Constitutional Laws of 1641. 
Thus the Restoration of 1660 was a restoration of king and Parlia- 
ment, and of the old church without toleration for “ Dissenters.” 

In 1660 the great majority of the English people were very happy 
to be rid of government by Puritans and soldiers, and to have back 
again the old government by king. Parliament, and the church. 
They thought that the great questions of government and religion 
were now settled. But after a time they discovered that this was 
not so ; and in 1688 they had to make a second revolution — a more 
quiet and careful revolution — in order to settle these questions. 
One reason why the Restoration of 1660 did not prove satisfactory 
in the end was that there were now a great many people who were 
not willing to belong to the old church. These Dissenters — Puri- 
tans, Independents, Baptists, and Quakers — kept on askin g for 
religious toleration ; and as they had much political influence in the 
towns, it became more difficult, as time went on, to refuse their 
demands. But the chief reason why the second revolution occurred 
was this: The new king, Charles II, and his successor, James II, 
still thought, in spite of everything that had happened, that they 
could ignore Parliament and govern as they pleased. A second 
revolution was necessary to teach them better. 

How Charles tried to govern as he liked, without setting out on 
his travels again. Charles II was very intelligent, but pleasure 
loving, cynical, and faithless. For years he had lived in exile and 
poverty. Now that he was restored to a life of ease and power, he 
was determined never to lose his throne or his head, as his father had 
done. “ I will never set out on my travels again,” he said Yet 
he wanted to be a real king, like Louis XIV. Charles therefore had 
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two main objects : (i) to keep his head on his shoulders and himself 
on his throne ; (2) to outwit Parliament and rule as he pleased, if it 
could be done without being forced to “ set out on his travels 
again.” The clever rascal was shrewd enough to accomplish the 
first object, and at last, after many 
difficulties, to accomplish the sec- 
ond object also. 

In order to do as he liked, Charles 
had of course to have money. His 
first Parliament had given him a 
large sum for life. But since this 
was not enough, he tried to make 
himself independent of Parliament 
by accepting money from Louis 
XIV. In 1670 Louis promised to 
give Charles a large sum of money 
if the latter would help him fight the 
Dutch and declare himself a Catho- 
lic {Secret Treaty of Dover), When 
this secret bargain became known, 

Charles found it less easy to man- 
age his Parliament. People feared 
that he was trying to rule without 
the consent of Parliament, and that he was perhaps trying to 
establish the Catholic religion in England. 

The fear of Catholicism was greatly increased a few years later by 
the false rumor of a Popish Plot,” This was supposed to be a plot 
to establish the Catholic religion in England by murdering Charles 
and placing his brother James, who was known to be a Catholic, on 
the throne. The Popish Plot did not exist, but was invented by 
a liar named Titus Oates. Yet it was widely believed, and it 
created a great panic. A strong party known as the “ Whigs ” 
gained control of Parliament, and introduced the Exclusion Bill, 
to exclude James from the throne when Charles died. Charles 
finally persuaded Parliament not to pass the Exclusion Bill ; but 
in order to do so he had to submit to the Whigs. Among other 
things, he had to agree to the Habeas Corpus Act (1679), which 



Vidor in and Albert Museum, London 


Earliest Known English Sil- 
ver CoFEEE Pot, 1681 

The engraving reads : “The Guift 
of Richard Sterne Eq’ to ye Hon- 
orable East India Comp.^’ 



72 THE AGE OF KINGS AND NOBLES 

made it illegal for the king to imprison anyone without giving him 
a fair trial by jury. It is said that the Habeas Corpus Act would 
have been defeated in the House of Lords if the tellers who counted 
the votes had not in jest counted one fat lord as ten. If so, this 
was, as Trevelyan says, the “ best joke ever made in England.’^ 

■ Although for a time Charles had to submit to the Whigs and 
govern as they wished, he soon recovered his popularity and was 
able to govern without them. The reason was this. As soon as 
the excitement over the Popish Plot died down, people began to 
think that the bitter struggle between the king and the Whigs had 
brought the country very near another civil war. People remem- 
bered the Civil War and the military government of Cromwell; and 
whatever happened, they did not want to go through that again. 
So the fear of Catholicism was replaced by a fear of civil war. It 
seemed safer to be governed by the king than by a Parliament 
whose party struggles threatened the peace of the land. Charles 
became popular. The clergy preached obedience to kings, and the 
bishops and country gentlemen sided with the king against the 
Whigs and the Dissenters. In i68i Charles therefore dissolved 
Parliament, and during the rest of his reign, which ended in 1685, 
he governed as he liked, without calling any Parliament at all. 

The second revolution, 1688. How James II was allowed to 
keep his head hut not his throne. If James II could have kept the 
goodwill of the bishops and country gentlemen as Charles had done, 
he also might have governed as he liked. But James was a Catholic, 
and he was foolish enough to think that he could make England a 
Catholic country. He appointed Catholics to office in the army 
and in the church. He dismissed two of his loyal supporters be- 
cause they refused to become Catholics. He issued a Declaration 
of indulgence, granting freedom of worship to Catholics, and he 
ordered the bishops to read the declaration in the churches. These 
measures alarmed everyone and made enemies even of the bishops 
and the country gentlemen. Seven bishops, who asked to be 
excused from reading the declaration, were arrested and tried for 
sedition. The seven bishops became popular heroes, and even the 
king’s soldiers cheered when they heard that the jury had declared 
the bishops not guilty.” 
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From an engraving by Hollar, about 1649. The original Tower w^as built by 
William the Conqueror. Its walls were about fifteen feet thick. Although once 
a royal residence, it was a state prison in the seventeenth century. Prisoners 
were taken in or out by way of the entrance from the Thames shown in the fore- 
ground. The small boats are carrying passengers and the barges are carrying 
coal. At present the Tower is a national museum. 

So the English decided to make another revolution rather than be 
governed by an autocratic king who was bent on establishing the 
Catholic religion. James’s daughter, Mary, was a Protestant ; and 
she was married to William of Orange, the ruler of the Netherlands, 
who was also a Protestant. Therefore, in June, 1688, seven promi- 
nent Englishmen wrote a letter to William asking him to come to 
England with an army. William accepted the invitation, and 
when he landed, James, deserted by everyone, even his soldiers, 
tried to escape to France. Some fishermen, thinking to please 
William, caught James and sent him back to London. But William 
was too shrewd to make a hero of James by cutting of! his head, as 
Cromwell had made a hero of Charles 1 . So he set James free, 
and James obliged him by running off a second time. 

The English did not want to call themselves revolutionists. Par- 
liament therefore declared that James had abdicated the govern- 
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ment ” by “ withdrawing himself out of the kingdom.” The throne 
was thus vacant, not because the people had driven him of! from the 
throne, but because he had left it of his own accord. Parliament 
then offered the vacant ” throne to William and Mary, on con- 
dition that they would agree to a Declaration of Rights.” In 
1689 the Parliament enacted the Declaration of Rights into law 
under the title of a Bill of Rights. 

The Bill of Rights, like the Magna Carta (1215) and the Petition 
of Right (1628) and the Habeas Corpus Act (1679), is one of the 
great charters of English political freedom. The Bill of Rights 
declared it illegal for the king to do any of the following things : 
(i) to suspend the laws ; (2) to deny jury trial to anyone accused 
of crime ; (3) to inflict cruel or unusual punishments ; (4) to deny 
the right of the people to petition the king ; (5) to interfere with the 
freedom of elections to Parliament or with freedom of debate in 
Parliament ; (6) to levy taxes or to keep a standing army without 
the consent of Parliament. 

The Bill of Rights settled the political question of the relations of 
king and Parliament. After 1689 no English king ever seriously 
tried to rule without the consent of Parliament. This question the 
Revolution of 1688 settled very much as the Long Parliament had 
tried to settle it in 1641, and as Parliament had again tried to settle 
it in 1660. But the religious question was not settled in 1688 ac- 
cording to the agreement of 1660. In 1688 the people were ready 
to accept the ideas of Cromwell. So the Parliament of 1689 abol- 
ished the censorship of the press, thus establishing freedom of speech 
and the press. And it passed the Toleration Act which granted 
religious freedom to all Christians except Unitarians and Catholics. 
After 1688 even Unitarians and Catholics were not in practice 
interfered with much so long as they were loyal to the govern- 
ment. 

What the English Revolution did and why it was important. For 
nearly a hundred years the English people had been engaged in dis- 
cussion and conflict about religion and politics. Nearly everyone 
learned something from this experience. The kings learned that 
they could not rule as they liked, but must be content to rule as the 
Parliament liked that is, as the nobles, country gentlemen, and 
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wealthy merchants liked. The nobles and country gentlemen and 
merchants learned that it is easier to start a revolution than it is to 
stop one after it has begun. All the people learned that a govern- 
ment by soldiers is a bad government, even if the soldiers are good 
men. And nearly everyone learned that it is unreasonable to 
expect all people to think alike, and that to put a person in prison 
for holding a certain opinion about religion or politics does not 
prove that the opinion is wrong. 

So, having learned these things, the English people ended their 
long revolutionary period by establishing an aristocratic consti- 
tutional monarchy ■ — that is, a government in which the king should 
rule only with the consent of the nobles, country gentlemen, and 
wealthy merchants who were represented in Parliament. They 
kept the established English Church, governed by bishops ap- 
pointed and paid by the government, but they no longer tried to 
compel anyone to belong to it. They also established certain 
individual liberties — that is, they gave to everyone a legal right to 
think as he liked and to speak and to print his opinions. Thus from 
the end of the seventeenth century the English people enjoyed a 
greater degree of self-government, of fiee speech, and of freedom of 
religion, than any other people in Europe, except perhaps the Dutch 
and the Swiss. 

At the time, no one could see how important the English Revo- 
lution would prove to be. Most people in other countries thought 
that even this much liberty was unsafe, and they thought it un- 
likely that a people who refused to obey their king could ever be 
very prosperous or powerful. But in the eighteenth century they 
began to see that England, with its free government, its free 
religion, and its free thought was growing more prosperous and 
stronger than any other country. And so at the close of the’ eight- 
eenth century, people in other countries, becoming tired of auto- 
cratic kings, looked with admiration on the English system of free 
institutions, and wished to have similar ones for themselves. This, 
then, is why the English Revolution is so important for modem 
history : It became a kind of example or model which the other 
peoples of Europe followed when they tried to get rid of autocratic 
government and establish free institutions. 
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QUESTIONS 

1. Aristotle divided all government into three classes : (i) government 
of the one, (2) government of the few, and (3) government of the many. 
What other words may be used to describe these three forms of govern- 
ment? In which of these classes would you place England at the be- 
ginning of the seventeenth century ? at the close ? at the present time ? 

2. Why did the country gentlemen dislike James I? Why were they 
able to resist him? What is meant by the ‘Mivine right of kings”? 
What did James I mean by the phrase, “no bishop, no king”? 

3. What was the Petition of Right ? Why is it important in English 

history? Is there anything like it in the Constitution of the United 
States ? . in the state constitutions ?; . 

4. How did Charles I/manage to gS along without calling Parliament 
from 1629 to 1640? ^^hy was he forced to call Parliament in 1640? 
Why did the country gentlemen unite with the Puritans to resist Charles I 
before 1640, and then quarrel with the Puritans after 1642? ^ - I 

5. Why did Cromwell decide to abolish the monarchy and establish 
the Commonwealth? How did he compel Parliament to abolish the 
monarchy ? Why did the majority of people refuse to support Cromwell ? 

6. Why did Charles II succeed in keeping his throne, whereas James II 
failed to do so ? 

7. Compare the Petition of Right (1628), the declaration made by 
Parliament in 1660, and the Bill of Rights (1689). 

8. If England had been a peninsula of Europe, as Denmark is, would 
England now be the great power it is? Why? 
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Among the great works appearing in the seventeenth century are the fol- 
lowing: Shakespeare’s Hamlet; Lord Bacon’s Advancement of Learning 
and The New Atlantis; Milton’s Areopagitica (a plea for freedom of the 
press), Paradise Losty and Authority of Elected Magistrates; Bunyan’s 
Pilgrim^ s Progress. There are two famous diaries kept by prominent men 
in the time of Charles II : Samuel Pepys’s Diary and John Evelyn’s Diary. 
The former describes in detail the daily doings of a busy man and gives 
an excellent picture of the manners and customs of the time. Among other 
things, it gives a vivid account of the great plague of 1665 and of the London 
fire of 1666. 
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French Wrought-Iron Gate or the Seventeenth Century 

C HAPTER IV. HOW LOUIS XIV GOVERNED FRANCE AS 
HE PLEASED, WON MUCH GLORY WHILE HE LIVED, AND 
WAS LITTLE MOURNED W'HEN HE DIED 

The king, as khig, is not regarded as a primte personage; all the state is in him; 
the will of all the people is included in his will. Bossuet 

Why we give a chapter to the reign of Louis XIV. In the Middle 
Ages kings had little power. They were often weaker than the 
great feudal barons who were their vassals, and they often had to 
submit to the Pope. But gradually the kings gained the upper hand 
of the nobles, and were strong enough to defy the Pope. By the 
seventeenth century the kings in most countries were able to govern 
very much as they pleased. This is one reason why we may begin 
modern history with the seventeenth century. At that time 
Europe was divided into sovereign independent states, most of 
^which were governed by absolute kings. 

From 1562 to 1 598 France had been racked by civil war. During 
the reign of Henry IV (1589-1610), peace was established. But 
under Richelieu, the famous minister of Louis XIII, revolts again 
broke out. In fact it was not until the time of Louis XIV (1643- 
1715) that the long struggle of the kings against the nobles and the 
Pope was completed. Louis was so successful in making everyone 
submit to him, and he made his power so much feared in Europe, that 
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all the kings and nobles of his time, and for a long time after, envied 
and admired him as the greatest king since Charlemagne, In this 
age of kings and nobles, Louis was thought to be the ideal king, 
France was the most powerful state in Europe, and everything 
French was taken as a kind of model to be imitated. This is why 
it is more important to know about Louis and France than about 
many other kings and countries. 

Why the French people were willing to let Louis XIV rule very 
much as he liked. Louis became king in 1643, the age of five. 
During the first eighteen years of his reign the government was 
really under the direction of his able minister, Cardinal Mazarin. 
But upon the death of Mazarin, in 1661, Louis took charge of 
affairs himself and determined to be master. At that time most 
people were ready to welcome a strong king. They thought it 
would be dangerous to limit the powder of their ruler. Their 
English neighbors across the channel had tried to do that (see 
Chapter III) and, after fighting a civil war, had cut off the head of 
their king. This seemed to the French a kind of madness wdiich 
they did not wish to imitate. Besides, the French had recently 
passed through a kind of civil war known as the Fronde (1648-1653). 
The Fronde, like the English Civil War, had started as an attempt 
to limit the power of the king, or of his minister, Mazarin ; but it 
turned out to be only a useless struggle in which the people were at 
the mercy of the turbulent nobles. The French people remembered 
the unhappy days of the Fronde, and if anyone talked about limit- 
ing the power of the king, he w^as called a frondeiir. The French 
people thought it was better to have a strong king than another 
civil war. One autocratic king was better than many petty 
tyrants. 

The French were the more willing to submit to Louis because he 
pleased them and in many ways was fitted to be the kind of king 
they wanted. Louis was courteous, graceful, and dignified. It 
was said that even when playing billiards, he did so with the air of a 
man who ruled the world. He never doubted that he had the right 
to rule as he pleased, or the ability to rule wisely. This gave him 
the courage (and it takes a great deal) to decide every question, 
from the making of war to the style of dresses worn by the ladies of 
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the court. Sure that he was right, Louis never hesitated, but went 
straight ahead, and this often gave him the appearance of being 
right even when he was wrong. Most important of all, Louis 
possessed the only substitute for genius — industry. One must 
work, hard to reign, he said; and he' was as good as his word. 
Louis really worked hard every day at the business of being a great 
king. 

Saint-Simon, one of the nobles who lived at Versailles and knew 
the king well, says in his famous Memoirs: 

Naturally fond of trifles, he ceaselessly concerned himself with the 
most petty details of his troops, his household, his mansions : would 
even instruct his cooks, who received, like novices, lessons they had 
known by heart for years. ... He ... was fond of order and 
regularity ; was by disposition prudent, moderate, discreet, master 
of his movements and his tongue. ... If he was niade to wait for 
anything while dressing, it was always with patience. He was 
emcX in the hours he gave for all his day, with a precision clear and 
brief in his orders. . . . Thus, with a regularity which he never 
deviated from, he was served with the utmost exactitude. ... On 
Sunday, and often on Monday, there was a Council of State ; on 
Tuesday a Finance Council; on Wednesday a Council of State; 
on Saturday a Finance Council. Rarely were two held on one day 
or any on Thursday or Friday. 


How Louis obtained money enough to govern as he pleased. 
The first need of a king who wished to rule as he pleased was money. 
Louis had little trouble in raising money, for the reason that he did 
not need to ask for it, as the English kings did. The institution in 
France which resembled the English Parliament was the Estates 
General. But this body had never met frequently, and it could 
scarcely be said to exist any more, since it had not been assembled 
for nearly fifty years. Louis was therefore free to collect taxes and 
use the money as he saw fit. 

The principal taxes in France were the land tax, known as the 
taiile; the customs duties, called aides and douanes; and the salt 
tax or gahelle. These taxes, although the nobles and clergy were 
excused from paying them, were enough to produce a great revenue. 
Yet the treasury was empty when Louis began to rule in i66i — 
partly because of recent wars, partly because of the wasteful and 
corrupt methods of collecting the taxes. Louis soon remedied this 
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Ecole Naiionale.des Beaux-Arts, Paris 


A Ball in the Time of Louis XIII 

From an engraving by A. Bosse. The men wear much lace, plumed hats, and 
pompons on their shoes. In the rear, at the left, are the musicians. 

by appointing, as his minister of finance, an obscure official named 
Colbert. Colbert was a sour, disagreeable man, very ambitious, 
and jealous of all rivals. But he was an honest man, and a very 
able one. For eleven years Colbert served Louis faithfully, never 
trying to make the taxes less burdensome to the people but only 
more profitable to the king. By abolishing useless offices and 
improving the methods of collecting the taxes, he soon provided 
Louis with a very fine revenue. If Louis had not engaged in 
expensive wars, he would never have been hampered by lack of 
money as the English kings always were. 

How Colbert tried to improve the commerce and industry of 
France. Besides increasing the king’s revenue, Colbert wished to 
make France as wealthy and prosperous as possible. Louis was not 
much interested in questions of trade and industry, but he could see 
that a rich and thriving France would add to his glory as well as to 
his revenue. He therefore gave Colbert a pretty free hand in these 
matters. 



gg the age of kings and nobles 

Like most people then and now, Colbert thought of wealth 
chiefly in terms of money. In 1664 he said : I suppose that any- 
one would readily agree . . . that it is simply and solely the 
abundance of money within a state that makes the difference in its 
grandeur and power.” This being the case, ColberCs chief aim in 
all his measures was to have more money coming into the country 
every year than went out of it. In order to bring this about, he 
thought it necessary for France to sell more things to other countries 
than she bought of them. Colbert therefore tried to develop the 
manufactures of France so that she would have all the things she 
needed for her own people, and in addition a large surplus of things 
which she could export to other countries. Thus more money 
would always be coming into France than went out of it. 

Colbert thought that this could not be done if everyone were 
allowed to make and sell things as he liked. He thought it was 
necessary for industry and trade to be supported and carefully 
regulated by the government. With the aid and regulation of the 
government he therefore introduced into France the manufacture 
of many things, such as linen, fine glassware, and tapestries, which 
France had been buying of other countries. He also got the king 
to issue more than a hundred and fifty edicts for regulating the 
“ guilds ” — that is, the little corporations of master workmen who 
had a monopoly of making and selling certain things. These edicts 
named the things which each guild could make, the quality of the 
product, the price at which it should be sold, and so on. One law 
provided that if a merchant made cloth not up to standard quality, 
a piece of the cloth should be fastened to a post in the market 
place, with the name of the maker attached. For a third offense 
the man himself was to be tied to the post, with the cloth attached 
to him. 

By improving the industries of France in these ways, Colbert 
hoped to make it unnecessary for France to buy many things from 
foreign countries. But there were some things which could not be 
raised or made in France — or in any European country — such as 
cotton, sugar, pepper and other spices, dyewoods, coffee, and furs. 
These things were brought to Europe from the East or West Indies 
or from North America, chiefly by the Dutch and English East 
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Building a Ship in a Dutch Shipyard, about 1647 


From a drawing by Wenzel Hollar. In such ships the Dutch carried on their 
immensely profitable trade with the East Indies. Their success annoyed Colbert 
and Louis XIV. Colbert tried to destroy Dutch trade by levying high tariffs 
on Dutch commodities. Louis tried to destroy Dutch independence by war 
(1672-1679). Neither attempt succeeded. 


India Companies. As Colbert did not wish France to buy these 
things of the Butch and the English, he tried to establish French 
colonies, and he organized a number of French trading companies. 
The most important of these companies was the French East India 
Company. The government furnished some of the money to start 
the company, and wealthy men were urged, and even required, to 
put money into it. The company was given a monopoly of all 
French trade with the countries between the Cape of Good Hope 
and the East India Islands, with the privilege of possessing all that 
it took from the natives, on condition that it should build churches 
and provide priests for converting them to Christianity. 

How Colbert’s measures strengthened the king. The plan which 
Colbert followed to make France rich and powerful was the same 
as that followed by other countries in the seventeenth and eight- 
eenth centuries. This plan was known as the mercantile sys- 
tem.” It was a method of commercial warfare, and was based on 
the theory that one country could become wealthy and powerful 
only by making its rivals poor and weak. Colbert did not succeed 
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in mining tlie trade of his rivals, the Dutch and. the English , but 
his measures did much to strengthen the power of the French king. 
They did this by placing the guilds and trading companies under 
the supervision of the government and by making the men Vf ho were 
engaged in business more dependent on the king for favors and 
opportunities. 

All the guilds were now strictly controlled by the king's laws, 
and any guild that wanted new laws made or bad ones changed had 
to ask the king's consent. They even found that it was often 
impossible to keep the privileges which they already had without 
paying the king well for it. In the same way, men who wished to 
organize companies for undertaking new business ventures had to 
obtain a charter from the king. Of course the king did not ordi- 
narily grant favors for nothing, and the wealthy business men had 
to pay him for the privileges he granted. Besides business oppor- 
tunities, wealthy middle-class men often w^anted important offices 
which would confer honor upon them and their families, or fine 
marriages for their sons or daughters, or titles of nobility for them- 
selves. These things the king could give them, and for these things 
they were willing to pay also. 

In this way, during the reign of Louis XIV a closer relation was 
established between the wealthy middle-class men and the king. 
As they became more dependent on the king for favors and offices, 
they became more loyal and obedient. The king was willing to 
reward them for their obedience, partly because they could pay him 
well, but chiefly because, by gaining the goodwill of these men and 
giving them high offices in the government, he became less depend- 
ent upon the nobles for political support. By granting favors to 
the wealthy middle class, Louis found it easier to reduce the turbu- 
lent nobility to submitting to his will. 

How Louis kept the nobles in order. In the seventeenth century 
a king whose nobles did . not obey him was not much of a king. 
Louis had very good reason to know this. He could remember, as 
a small boy, being hustled out of bed one cold winter's night in 1649 
when the court was forced to flee from Paris to avoid being taken by 
the leaders of the Fronde. He never forgot or forgave this humiliat- 
ing indignity which the rebellious nobles had inflicted on his sacred 











The Chateau at Versailles 

From an engraving by Perelle, a contemporary of Louis XIV. Note the carriages, sedan chairs, and courtiers on horseback in the 
avenue. The chateau was the residence of the kings of France until the Revolution, It is now a national museum. 
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person. Louis was therefore determined to do one thing at least, 
and that was, to keep the nobles in subjection. This he did partly 
by depriving them of all important political offices but chiefly by 
making it amusing and profitable for them to obey him. 

That it might be amusing for the nobles to obey the king, Louis 
built a splendid new royal residence at Versailles, near Paris, where 
he established the most brilliant court ever known in Europe. The 
most influential nobles were encouraged, and even commanded, to 
leave their castles in the country, where life at best was dull, and to 
come and live with the king at Versailles. Here the king provided 
amusements for them, and here he could keep his eye on them. 
The nobles could not well be discourteous or disobedient to the 
king while they lived in his house and ate at his table. Almost 
without knowing it, Louis’s noble guests fell into the habit of trying 
to please him. The king’s manners were imitated, his words 
repeated. All smiled when the king smiled, all were sad when the 
king was sad, '' all w^ere devout when the king was devout, and all 
were sorry not to be ill when the king was ill.” If a noble at court 
displeased the king, he was sent back to the country to live in his 
own house, in which case everyone felt — and he did too — that he 
was in deep disgrace. 

But the real reason why the nobles were willing to be humble 
servants of the king was that he was rich, while most of them were 
poor. There were some rich nobles, and all of them . together 
possessed a great deal of land. But for a long time most of the 
nobles had been growing poorer. The chief reason was this : Their 
income from the land, being fixed by custom, was about what it had 
been centuries before, while the cost of everything they had to buy 
was higher than formerly. Besides, the nobles were extravagant 
and hfe at the court was very expensive. It was their need of 
money that made them humble servants of the king, who alone 
could pay their debts, provide them with pensions, arrange rich 
marriages for their daughters, or appoint their sons to offices in the 
army or the church. 


baint-Simon says, m his Memoirs, that when his father died in 
1693, a friend went the very next morning “ to ask the king, as soon 
as his curtains were opened, to grant me the offices my father had 
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Gallery of Mirrors in the Chateau at Versailles 

Here Louis XIV received his courtiers in the morning. Here the German 
Empire was proclaimed after the Franco-Prussian war in 1S71 (see Ch. XIV). 
Here, in 1919, the German delegates signed the Treaty of Versailles after the 
Great War (see Ch, XXII). 

held. The king very graciously complied with this request, and 
in the afternoon said many obliging things to me. . . . The 
king exhorted me to behave well, and promised to take care 
of me.” In these few words Saint-Simon tells us just how 
Louis mastered the nobles. He took care of them by giving 
them money and offices ; but in return for this he required them 
to submit to him. 

One of the principal ways in which Louis took care of the nobles 
was by giving them the higher offices in the church. These offices 
were much desired by the nobles because they were important and 
well-paid positions. By selecting his archbishops, bishops, and 
abbots from the old noble families, Louis placed the vast wealth 
and influence of the Catholic Church in their hands. But in return 
for this gift he expected his noble bishops to behave well. They 
could behave well only by teaching the people that they must obey 
the king because God had commanded them to do so. 

We must now see how the noble bishops and abbots behaved well 
when Louis got into difficulty with the Pope. 


g2 THE AGE OF KINGS AND NOBLES 

How Louis quarreled with the Pope and what came of it. In the 
seventeenth century kings claimed to rule by the will of God, just as 
in our day presidents and ministers claim to rule by the will of the 
people. This theory of the divine right of kings was very 
popular in France. A famous bishop, Bossuet, wrote a book 
which he entitled Politics Derived from the Holy Scriptures, in which 
he proved from the Bible that to rebel against kings is the same as 
to rebel against God. Louis never doubted that God had given him 
authority to rule in France. But the Pope claimed to have au- 
thority from God also, and he thought the bishops of the church 
were bound to obey him as head of the church. Louis knew that he 
could not be an absolute king unless the bishops obeyed him instead 
of the Pope. 

Louis and the Pope soon got into a quarrel over this question. 
In 1516 Pope Leo X had agreed that the French kings might 
appoint the bishops. But Louis was not satisfied with this, and 
in 1673 issued an edict claiming that he had the right to appoint 
certain minor clergy as well as the bishops. Two bishops pro- 
tested against this edict, and the Pope supported them. This 
raised a very important question, which was this : In case of a 
quarrel between the king and the Pope, must the bishops obey the 
king as head of the state, or must they obey the Pope as head of the 
church ? 

In 1681 Louis called an assembly of the French bishops in the 
hope that they would take his side in the quarrel with the Pope. 
The bishops were in a difEcult situation. Since the king had 
appointed them, and since most of them were members of noble 
families, their worldly interests bound them to the king, but as 
officials in the church they were bound to the Pope. If they did 
not obey the Pope, it would be said they were not good Catholics ; 
but if they did not obey the king, it would be said they were not good 
Frenchmen. The bishops would have preferred not to take sides at 
all. But Louis insisted, and so they finally prepared and signed 
a document known as the Declaration of 1682, or the Declaration of 
the Liberties of the Gallican Church. 

This declaration stated that the Pope has received authority 
from God only in things spiritual ... and not at all in things 
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temporal or civil. ... In consequence of this we declare that 
kings are not subject to any ecclesiastical authority . . . and that 
they cannot be deposed ... by the heads of the church.’’ This 
meant that the Pope had the right to decide what the religious 
teachings of the church were to be, but that in temporal matters the 
king had authority and the bishops were to obey him. This left 
the Pope very little authority over the church, and it gave the king 
a great deal. It almost made the king the head of the church. 

The declaration was approved by the king, and so it became a 
part of French law.. But the Pope refused to accept it, and for 
eleven years neither the Pope nor the king would yield. The 
quarrel over the “ Gallican Liberties ” became notorious in Europe 
— a kind of religious scandal which made many people wonder 
whether Louis intended to separate the French church from the 
Pope as Henry VHI had separated the English Church from the 
Pope. But Louis did not do this. In 1693 he made his peace 
with the Pope. The Pope agreed that Louis might have his way 
about appointing the minor clergy, and in return Louis agreed that 
the French bishops might sign a statement saying that they rejected 
the Declaration of 1682. 

At the time this was thought to be a victory for the Pope. But 
the real victory was with the king. He got his way about appoint- 
ing the clergy. Besides, although the bishops rejected the Declara* 
tion of 1682, the king did not annul the declaration, and it therefore 
remained a part of French law. Most important of all, the bishops 
did not reject the declaration because the Pope commanded them 
to do so, but because the king permitted them to do so. The 
Pope got something that he wanted, but he got it only with the 
permission of the king. From this time on, the power of the Pope 
over the French church was very small, and the power of the king 
very great. 

How Louis converted ’’ the Huguenots. Like many people 
then and now, Louis thought that anyone who did not agree with 
him must be a little stupid. Above all, Louis thought that people 
were stupid if they did not agree with him that the Catholic religion 
was the true one. It seemed to him that Frenchmen who did not 
accept the religion of their king must be even a little disloyal. 
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Bedchamber of Louis XIV in the Chateau at Versailles 

The king’s favorite courtiers were often received in this room, as Louis often 
gave audiences before he arose. 


The great majority of Frenchmen were Catholics, but there were 
about 1,200,000 Frenchmen who were Huguenots. The Hugue- 
nots were Protestants, followers of John Calvin, and their religion 
was therefore similar to that of the Scotch Presbyterians and the 
English Puritans. In the sixteenth century the Huguenots had 
been harshly persecuted ; but in 1598 Henry IV had issued the 
famous Edict of Nantes, which gave the Huguenots the same legal 
privileges as other Frenchmen, and permitted them to practice 
their own religion and educate their children in their own schools. 

These privileges the Huguenots still enjoyed when Louis began 
to rule in 1661. They were peaceable and industrious citizens who 
lived in the towns and were, for the most part, engaged in industry 
and commerce. Yet the Huguenots were much disliked and feared 
by other Frenchmen. The chief reason for this was that they were 
“ heretics.” The word heretic does not mean much to us, but in the 
seventeenth century it was a terrible word. Then people feared 
heretics in much the same way that we fear “ Anarchists,” and for 
much the same reason ~ because they were thought to be dangerous 
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and disloyal people. Frenchmen were proud of their country, and 
to obey the king was a sign of patriotism, just as reverence for the 
flag is in our day. Why should the Huguenots not obey the king by 
accepting his religion? Why did they accept the religion of the 
Dutch and the English, who were enemies of the king? The 
Huguenots must be pro-Dutch or pro-English. So the people 
thought. 

From the first, the Catholic clergy asked Louis to take away the 
privileges of these heretics. They told him that they were trying 
to convert the Huguenots to the true religion, but that it was 
difficult to do so as long as the king permitted them to practice 
a false one. For a long time Louis refused to take away the privi- 
leges of the Huguenots ; he left the conversion of the Huguenots to 
the clergy. But about 1680 he changed his mind; he began to 
think it was his duty to convert the heretics. 

At this time Louis was quarreling with the Pope, and he perhaps 
thought the bishops would be more willing to side with him if he did 
what the bishops wanted about the Huguenots. Besides, Louis 
began to think of converting the Huguenots because he began to 
think of converting himseK. Being now about forty years old, he 
began to worry about his sins. The king reads his Bible fre- 
quently/’ Madame de Maintenon wrote in 1679. He confesses 
his faults. He thinks seriously of converting the heretics, and he 
will soon begin to work for that in earnest.” Who could doubt 
that Louis was a good Catholic if he succeeded in converting the 
heretics? And perhaps God would forgive him his sins if he did 
God the service of forcing the Huguenots to give up their errorSc 

Louis began by excluding the Huguenots from public offices, 
forbidding them to become lawyers or doctors or to engage in the 
business of printing or selling books. Huguenots who refused to 
become Catholics were required to take soldiers into their houses 
and give them food and lodging. To escape such persecution, 
thousands turned Catholic, In 1685 Louis was told that nearly all 
the Huguenots were now converted. Thinking that this was so, 
Louis revoked the Edict of Nantes. As a result, the Huguenots 
were forbidden to worship in public. Their ministers were exiled. 
Their schools were closed. Thousands escaped to Holland, Ger- 
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Musee Carnavalet 


A Shop in Paris in the Time of Louis XIII 

From an engraving by A. Bosse. Right: gloves, fans, laces, cuffs. Left: 
books, some of the titles being Seneca, Plutarch, Boccaccio, MachiaveUi. The 
lettering below describes articles for sale at the shop. 

many, England, and the English colonies in America, leaving their 
property behind but taking with them their knowledge and skill in 
the arts. Most of those who remained in France became Catholics 
at least in name. Those who resisted the new law were hunted 
down, killed or captured, imprisoned or sent to the galleys. 

There was great rejoicing in France over the '' conversion ’’ of the 
Huguenots. Madame de Sevigne, a cultivated and gentle lady, 
probably expressed the common feeling when she said of the nev/ 
law: Everything that it contains is very fine, and no king ever 
has done or ever will do anything more memorable.” But there 
were some intelligent persons who thought the measure a great 
mistake. Saint-Simon wrote in his Memoirs : 

The revocation of the Edict of Nantes, without the slightest 
excuse, depopulated a quarter of the kingdom, ruined its commerce, 
weakened it in every direction. The king congratulated himself 
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on Ms power and Ms piety. Tlie bishops applauded Mm; the 
Jesuits made the pulpit resound with Ms praises. All France was 
filled with horror and confusion; and yet there was never such 
triumph and joy, such boundless laudation of the king. 

How Louis tried to make Mmself master of Europe as well as of 
France. Having made himself master of France, Louis wished to 
make France the dominant power in Europe. When he took charge 
of the government in i66i, the long Thirty Years’ War, in which not 
only France but most of the other nations of Europe had taken part, 
was over, and the countries involved were willing to keep the peace. 
Louis knew this, for he said : “ Peace was established with all my 
neighbors as long, in all probability, as I myself desired.” Louis 
was therefore free to keep the peace or to make w^ar. He chose to 
make war. 

Louis chose to make war because he was ambitious for military 
glory and because he knew that if he could wage successful wars it 
w^ould help him to rule as he pleased in France. Besides, France 
was now the strongest power in Europe, and Louis thought this 
would be a good time to make her still stronger. Like Henry IV 
and Richelieu before him, Louis thought France would be much 
stronger if she could extend her frontiers to the Rhine River. He 
wished especially to annex to France the Netherlands and Franche 
Comte, which belonged to Spain ; and Lorraine, which was a part of 

the Empire ” (see p. 107). If France could annex these three 
provinces, she w^ould be less easily invaded by her old enemies, 
Spain and Austria. 

To obtain these provinces Louis waged three wars : (i) the War 
of Devolution (1667-1668), which was waged chiefly against the 
Spanish; (2) the Dutch War (1672-1679), against Holland and 
Spain; and (3) the War of the League of Augsburg (1688-1697), 
against Holland, Austria, Spain, and Great Britain. These wars 
were far more costly and less successful than Louis expected they 
would be, but in the end he succeeded in adding to France the 
province of Franche Comte, eleven towns in the Spanish Nether- 
lands, and upper Alsace. 

Besides these wars, Louis fought one more — (4) the War of the 
Spanish Succession (1701-1713). In 1700 Charles II, the King of 
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Spain, died without any direct heirs. By his will he left all of the 
Spanish Empire to Philip of Anjou, who was a grandson of Louis 
XIV. At that time the Spanish Empire included Spain, the south- 
ern Netherlands (Belgium), most of Italy, the greater part of South 
America, Central America, a part of what is now the United States, 
and the Philippine Islands. If this immense empire passed to a 
grandson of Louis XIV, it would be much the same as if it were 
given to Louis himself. So the other powers of Europe thought ; 
and as France was already too strong, they united and fought for 
twelve years to prevent Louis from placing his grandson on the 
Spanish throne. The allies — of whom the most important were 
England, Holland, and Austria — won most of the battles. But in 
the end they permitted the Duke of Anjou to become King of Spain 
on condition that France and Spain should never be united under 
one ruler. In addition Spain was required to cede to the Duke of 
Savoy (who had joined the allies in 1704) the island of Sicily, and to 
cede to Austria the Spanish Netherlands. Naples, and Milan. 
England received from France Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, and 
the Hudson Bay territories, and from Spain Gibraltar and Minorca, 
besides certain rights of trading with the Spanish West Indian 
colonies. These agreements were provided for in the separate 
treaties of Utrecht, Rastatt, and Baden, w^hich comprise what is 
commonly called the Peace of Utrecht (17 13-17 14). In 1720, to 
please Austria, the allies required the Duke of Savoy to cede to 
Austria the island of Sicily in exchange for the island of Sardinia, 
permitting him to take the title of King of Sardinia. 

Thus Louis succeeded in making himself master of France, and in 
making France feared in Europe. But he failed to make France 
the dominant power in Europe. By w'aging war for thirty years 
he was able to add one province and a few towns to France, and to 
place his grandson on the throne of Spain. These wars conferred 
much glory on Louis, but they impoverished the people and 
nearly ruined the country, so that France was less prosperous and 
powerful at the end of Louisas reign than it had been at the begin- 
ning. When Louis died, in 1715, he was given a fine funeral. But 
the people all rejoiced. They were already growing tired of the 

Grand Monarch ’’ who won glory by making his people miserable. 
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^ Louis XIV is reported to have said : “lam the state ” {L’etaf, 
c’est tmi) . Perhaps he never said it ; but he might well have done 
so, for it was true enough. This is why his reign is important for 
the history of France and of Europe. Louis completed the work of 
the French kings in establishing the absolute power of the king. 
There was nothing further to be done along that line; and for 
nearly a hundred years -that is, until the French Revolution 
(1789) — there were no essential changes in the political or social 
institutions of France. _ So great was the fame of Louis, so great the 
prestip of French society, of French manners and customs, and of 
French art and letters, that during the eighteenth century the rul- 
ing classes m nearly every country in Europe looked upon France 
as the best governed and most civilized country in the world — the 

country whose institutions they would do well to imitate but could 

hardly hope to surpass. 


CHART FOR CHAPTER IV. Louis XIV finds the road of despotic power easy to travel, except 
towards the end, when his expensive wars make the ^oing a little harder. 
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QUESTIONS 

1. Why were the French people more willing to submit to the author- 
ity of Louis than the English people were to submit to the authority of 

James I? , ^ __ , 

2. How did Colbert increase the king’s revenue? How did he try 
to improve the industry and commerce of France? Why was it to the 
interest of the business classes to be loyal to the king? 

3. Why did Louis build the royal residence at Versailles? How 
did he manage to keep the nobles loyal and submissive? 

4. Why did Louis quarrel with the Pope? What was the Declaration 
of the Liberties of the Gallican Church? Why did the French bishops 
have to serve two masters? Why was it to their interest to serve the 
king more faithfully than the Pope? 

5. Who w’ere the Huguenots, and what privileges had they under the 
Edict of Nantes? Why were they unpopular in France? Why did 
Louis think it necessary to ‘‘convert” them? When was the Edict of 
Nantes revoked, and what were the results of this action ? 

6. What were the four wars waged by Louis ? What was his object 
in waging these wars? What did he gain by them? Were the French 
people better or worse off as a result of these wars? Why? 

7. What is the importance of the reign of Louis XIV in the history 
of France? in the history of Europe? 
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C HAPTER V. HOW RUSSIA AND PRUSSIA APPEARED ON 
THE SCENE, AND HOW THE RIVALRIES OF THE GREAT 
POWERS INVOLVED THEM IN A THIRTY YEARS’ WORLD WAR 

A just cause of ivar is injury done its^ and nothing else. Grotius 

It is a permanent principle among princes to aggrandize themselves as much as 
they can. Frederick the Great 

What this chapter is about. In the preceding chapters we have 
been studying the internal history of France and England. We 
have seen how Louis XIV established an absolute monarchy in 
France, and how, as a result of the revolutions in England, a con- 
stitutional monarchy was established there. From the end of 
the English Revolution (1689) to the beginning of the French 
Revolution (1789) there were no further changes of great impor- 
tance in the form of government of the European states. Since 
this is so, we may now turn to another aspect of modern civiliza- 
tion -that is, the external history of the European states, or the 
relations of European states to each other. This chapter will 
therefore have to do chiefly with the international rivalries and 
wars of the eighteenth century. 

Some people say it is a waste of time to study about wars, because 
no good ever comes of war. But in studying history we have to 
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do with facts, whether good or bad ; and war has been a persistent 
and stubborn fact in modern history. It may well be that no 
good, but only evil, has ever come of all these wars. But if that 
is so, then it is all the more necessary to learn something about 
them in order to understand, if possible, why people keep on doing 
something from which they get no good, but only evil. 

One reason why wars have been so frequent in Europe is that 
Europe is divided into independent sovereign states and it has 
therefore seemed safer and more honorable for them to settle their 
disputes by war than by arbitration. Since each state has to look 
out for its own interests, each state feels that it is necessary to be 
as strong as possible in order to defend itself against aggression 
or conquest by its rivals. In the eighteenth century one way in 
which it was thought a country could become more pow^erful was 
by enlarging its territory and by forming alliances with other states. 
Another way was by gaining control of colonies or trading privileges 
in Asia or America, and thereby accumulating wealth. The at- 
tempts of the European states to increase their power in either of 
these ways naturally led to disputes which often resulted in w^ar. 
The wars of the eighteenth century w^ere therefore chiefly of two 
kinds : (i) territorial and dynastic — that is, wars fought in 
Europe for the conquest of territory and for the establishment of the 
ruling family of one country on the throne of another ; (2) mari- 
time and commercial — that is, wars fought on the sea, or in Asia 
or America, for the conquest of colonies, the control of trade, and 
the increase of naval power. 

In order to understand these wars and how they were related, 
we must first learn something about the friendships and enmities 
of the various European powers. 

Why France and Spain were friends in the eighteenth century. 
During most of the eighteenth century France and Spain were 
friendly in time of peace and became allies in time of war. Diplo- 
mats and statesmen must have found it odd to see these two coun- 
tries hobnobbing together. For two hundred years Spain had 
been the ally of Austria, and France had regarded this powerful 
Spanish-Austrian Habsburg combination as her natural and ever- 
lasting enemy. In the time of the Emperor Charles V (1519-“ 
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1556), in the Thirty Years’ War (1618-1648), and in most of the 
wars of Louis Xiv’ (1667-1697), France had fought against Spain 
and Austria. But in the eighteenth century Spain became a Bour- 
bon power allied with France, instead of a Habsburg power allied 
with Austria. 

This change came about as the result of the War of the Spanish 
Succession (1701-1713)- The Peace of Utrecht (1713-1714) pro- 
vided that Philip of Anjou, grandson of Louis XIV, should be king 
of Spain. Henceforth the Spanish kings, like the French kings, 
were descendants of Louis XIV, and the fact that both countries 
were ruled by the Bourbon family helped to bring them together. 
Besides, the Peace of Utrecht provided that the Spanish Nether- 
lands and the Spanish provinces of Naples and Lombardy in Italy 
should be given to Austria. This also helped to bring France and 
Spain together, first because Spain no longer possessed territories 
on the frontier of France, and second because Spain wished to 
recover from Austria her lost provinces in Italy. 

Thus France and Spain became friends in the eighteenth cen- 
tury because they were ruled by the same family, and because of 
a common hostility to Austria. But there was another thing which 
brought France and Spain together. They were both hostile to 
England. 

Why France and Spain were hostile to England. The rivalry 
of Spain and England was no new thing. They had fought a long 
war in the time of Elizabeth and Philip II — a war which ended 
with the defeat of the famous Spanish Armada (1588). This war 
was partly due to differences in religion, but quite as much to com- 
mercial and colonial rivalry. In the eighteenth century the rivalry 
of Spain and England once more became important, Spain still 
possessed most of South America as well as valuable colonies in 
^ the West Indies. The trade with these Spanish possessions — 
especially the slave trade — was very profitable ; but by the Treaty 
of Utrecht (1713) Spain had been forced to grant to the English 
South Sea Company the exclusive right to import slaves, as well 
as a certain amount of manufactured goods, into the Spanish colo- 
nies. By the same treaty Spain surrendered to England the famous 
rock of Gibraltar, and this requirement was a great humiliation 
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to Spanish pride. Thus in the eighteenth century Spain was 
hostile to England because she hoped to recover Gibraltar and 
because she wished to deprive English merchants of their privilege 
of trading with her colonies. 

The hostility of France and England was an old story also. In 
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries they had fought the long 
Hundred Years’ War. From 1688 to 1713 England was united 
with Austria and Holland in the desperate struggle to prevent 
Louis XIV from dominating Europe. In the eighteenth century 
England was still opposed to any extension of French territory 
in Europe, but the chief cause of hostility between the two coun- 
tries was now colonial and commercial. Both countries had colo- 
nies in. North America and in the West Indies. Both countries 
had established East India companies, and these two companies 
were now contending for the control of the East Indian trade. 

France was therefore hostile to England for the same reason 
that Spain was. Both countries feared England as the leading 
colonial, commercial, and naval power of the world. 

Thus it would have been clear to a careful observer of European 
politics about the year 1730 that, in case of a European war, France 
and Spain would be sure to unite against Austria on the Continent 
and against England in the colonies and on the sea. If these four 
states had been, as they were in the seventeenth century, the only 
great powers, you will easily see that the thing for Austria and Eng- 
land to do would be to unite against their common enemies, France 
and Spain. But the situation was now more complicated because, 
during the first half of the eighteenth century, two other countries 
began for the first time to play an important part in European 
affairs. These two countries were Prussia and Russia. We must 
now try to understand how Prussia and Russia came to meddle 
in the politics of the great powers, and who their friends and ene- 
mies were. 

The rise of the Kingdom of Prussia, and the rivalry of Austria 
and Prussia for the leadership of Germany. In the eighteenth 
century the country which we think of as Germany and Austria 
was commonly known as “ the Empire,” or, to use the official title, 

The Holy Roman Empire of the German States.” The Empire 
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The Green Tree Inn, 1767, on the Iser River, Near Munich 
From a drawing by J. Stephan. On the river are rafts transporting people and 
merchandise. In front of the inn a number of people are having refreshments. 

was then divided up into a vast number of states or principalities, 
the great majority of which were too small to be of any political 
importance. Besides Austria and Prussia, the most important 
states were perhaps the following : Bavaria, Wiirttemberg, Baden, 
the Palatinate, Saxony, Hanover, Brandenburg ; the city states 
of Llibeck, Bremen, and Hamburg; and the bishoprics of Koln 
(Cologne), Trier (Treves), and Mainz, which were called ecclesi- 
astical states ’’ because the Catholip bishop was in each case also 
the prince or ruler. The rulers of nine of the most important 
states were called electors,” because they elected the emperor. 
Since the fifteenth century the electors had always chosen the 
ruler of Austria to be emperor. 

Thus all of the German states, including Austria, and with the 
ruler of Austria as emperor, made up the Empire. Now the actual 
power of the emperor, outside Austria, was very slight indeed. In 
the sixteenth century the Emperor Charles V had tried to subjugate 
the German princes but had failed to do so. During the Thirty 
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Years’ War the Emperor Ferdinand had tried it again, but he had 
failed even more completely. By the Treaty of Westphalia, which 
ended that war, the German princes ’were allow^ed to govern their 
little states very much as they liked. Henceforth they could coin 
money, make alliances with foreign powers, wage war (except 
against the emperor), and do most of the things which independent 
states could do. In fact the famous old Holy Roman Empire was 
now, as a political power, practically dead. It was already, as 
Voltaire in the eighteenth century wittily said of it, neither Holy, 
nor Roman, nor an Empire.” 

Now that the German princes were virtually independent, the 
way was open for any one of them to build up another great state 
in Germany ; and since the rulers of Austria had failed to keep the 
old Empire alive, perhaps some day this new German power might 
unite all Germany in a new empire. This was actually done by the 
rulers of Brandenburg, who first established the Kingdom of Prussia, 
then greatly enlarged it, and at last, in the time of Bismarck, 
founded the new German Empire which played so important a 
part in the Great War. 

In 1648 the ruler of Brandenburg was Frederick William Hohen- 
zollern, known as the Great Elector. At that time the Great 
Elector possessed territories in three different places: (i) the 
duchies of Brandenburg and Pomerania around Berlin; (2) the 
Duchy of East Prussia, separated from Brandenburg-Pomerania 
by the Polish territory of West Prussia ; and (3) far to the west, 
near the Rhine river, the three little duchies of Cleves, Mark, and 
Ravensburg. These widely scattered possessions were the original 
territories of the Kingdom of Prussia; and the Great Elector 
Frederick William was the ancestor of that William II, King of 
Prussia and German kaiser, who is now living in exile in Holland. 

Brandenburg was transformed into the Kingdom of Prussia 
during the period from 1648 to 1740. The Great Elector Frederick 
William (1640-1688) greatly strengthened the government by 
reducing the nobles to subjection and taking away the privileges 
of the local “ estates ” or assemblies. The Elector Frederick 
(1688-1713), in return for aiding the emperor in the War of the 
Spanish Succession, was permitted to take the title of King of 
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Prussia. From 1713, therefore, the rulers of Brandenburg-Prussia 
were electors of Brandenburg in the Empire and kings of Prussia. 

But the real founder of Prussia was Frederick William I (1713- 
1740). He was a harsh old miser. When he became king he dis- 
missed ah the useless courtiers and flunkies of his court and forced 
his family to live in a simple and frugal way. He worked hard 
from morning till night and saw to it that everyone around 
him did the same. Sometimes, when the business of government 
did not require his attention, he wandered about the streets of 
Berlin, poking his royal nose into the kitchens of simple citizens 
in order to see whether the hausfrau was wasting food by giving 
her husband any needless luxuries. But this eccentric man was 
an able king, and he had one ambition. He wished his people to 
be thrifty and prosperous, so that he could raise money enough to 
equip a large army and make Prussia something more than a second- 
rate state. In this he largely succeeded. In the course of his 
reign he established a harsh but efficient government and built 
up an excellent army of about 80,000 men. He was too frugal, 
and perhaps too wise, ever to go to war. But he made Prussia 
respected, and in 1740 he was succeeded by his son, Frederick II, 
known as Frederick the Great, who fought two long wars, greatly 
increased the territory of his kingdom, and completed the task 
of making Prussia one of the great European powers (see pp. 
116, 126). 

The rise of Prussia entirely changed the situation in Germany. 
Hitherto there had been only one great power in Germany, and 
that was Austria. The ruler of Austria was, as we have seen, 
emperor in Germany, and as emperor he had very little political 
authority over the German princes. But the emperor still had 
much political influence in Germany, because the German princes, 
although they refused to be ruled by the emperor, commonly looked 
to him for protection against the intervention of any foreign power, 
such as France. But now there were two great powers in Ger- 
many ■ Austria and Prussia t two powers to which the small 
states could look for leadership and protection. Northern Ger- 
many was mainly Protestant in religion, and partly for this reason 
the states of northern Germany were inclined to look to Prussia 
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as the leader. But southern Germany was mainly Catholic, and 
partly for this reason the states of southern Germany were inclined 
to look to Austria as the leader. This being the case, which of 
these two great powers would become the dominant power in Ger- 
many — Austria or Prussia? From 1740 to 1871 the great fact 
in the political history of Germany is this struggle between Austria 
and Prussia for the domination of Germany — a struggle which 
lasted till 1871, when the new German Empire, under the leader- 
ship of Prussia, was proclaimed at the close of the Franco-Prussian 
War (see p. 454). 

Meantime, when Austria and Prussia began this struggle for 
leadership in Germany, they found themselves facing a new power 
in eastern Europe. This new power was Russia. Would Russia 
become the enemy of Austria? or of Prussia? or of both? 

How Peter the Great made Russia a great power, so that it could 
meddle in the affairs of Europe. Before the eighteenth century 
no one thought of Russia as a European power. Her territory 
touched neither the Black Sea nor the Baltic, and her western 
frontier was four hundred miles farther east than it was in 1914. 
The Russian people were Christians, but they belonged to the 
Eastern Greek Church instead of to the Western Roman Catholic 
Church ; and the Tartar conquest of the thirteenth century had 
left them half Oriental in their manners and customs. Besides, 
their kings or tsars had never been able to establish a strong gov- 
ernment or an effective army ; and so, being scarcely able to govern 
their own immense country, they were in no position to meddle 
in the affairs of any other. 

Peter I (1672-1725) wished to change all this. He envied wealthy 
countries like Holland and England, and masterful kings like Louis 
XIV, who were able to make themselves obeyed at home and feared 
in Europe. He believed that Russia would never be the equal of 
these Western countries until she had the same institutions and 
customs which they had. In 1697-1698 Peter therefore visited 
Germany, Holland, and England in order to see with his own eyes 
how they managed things in these countries. He worked for a 
time as a laborer in the Dutch shipyards in order to learn ship- 
building; he stood in the gallery of the English House of Com- 
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Peter the Great (1672-1725) 

KmLTv ^ thirty-five years old when this portrait was made, by J. 
Kupetzky. He was near y six feet nine inches tall and of great strength. A1 
times he worked sixteen hours a day in his shipyards. 

mons, listening to the debates and trying to understand that curious 
method of government ; and everywhere he inquired into the prog- 
ress of the arts and sciences, which he hoped to introduce intc 
Russia, 

Returning home, Peter gave the rest of his life to “ Westernizing ” 
ussia. He reorganized the government, modeling it upon t'Lt 
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of Louis XIV. He established the famous Holy Synod ’ ’ (council) , 
through which he hoped to control the powerful Russian church. 
He brought German and Swedish military officers to Russia, and 
with their help built up a large army trained to fight according to 
Western methods. He reformed the government of the Russian 
cities and tried to make them centers of industry like the Dutch 
and German cities. He even ordered the men to shave their beards, 
and the women to change the style of their dresses, so that the Rus- 
sians would have the same customs as the people of the Western 
countries. Wishing to have a port on the Baltic — a window, 
as he said, through which Russia could look out upon the Western 
world — Peter picked a quarrel with Sweden, and after a long war 
with the famous and eccentric Charles XII he conquered the terri- 
tory around the fine Gulf of Finland. There he established a new 
city, called Peter’s City or St. Petersburg (later Petrograd, and 
now Leningrad), which he made the capital of his kingdom. 

All these things Peter did so that Russia might be a prosperous, 
well-governed country, capable of defending and promoting its 
interests effectively by taking part in the affairs of western Europe. 
Since Peter succeeded fairly well in doing this, he is called Peter 
the Great. 

From the time of Peter, Russia was, therefore, one of the six 
“ great powers ” of Europe — that is, she was a country which 
the other great powers had to reckon with in diplomacy and war. 
What countries would Russia be likely to come into conflict with? 
Naturally those that were nearest to her. Three countries touched 
the European frontier of Russia: Turkey, Sweden, and Poland. 
In the region of the Black Sea, Russia’s chief enemy was therefore 
Turkey; in the region of the Baltic, Sweden. In the region of 
central Europe, the chief enemy of Russia would have been Poland, 
if Poland had been strong enough to be an enemy. But Poland, 
although an immense country, was so weak that it was merely a 
prey for its powerful neighbors, Russia, Austria, and Prussia 
(see p. 138). In central Europe the two chief rivals of Russia were 
therefore Austria and Prussia. 

The rivalries of the great powers finally involve them in a new 

Thirty Years’ War.” We have now discovered the principal 
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rivalries of the six great powers of Europe: (i) the rivalry of 
Austria and Spain in Italy; (2) the conflict of England with Spain 
and France in North America, in India, and on the sea ; (3) the 
conflict of Austria and Prussia in Germany ; and (4) the rivalry 
of Russia, Austria, and Prussia for the control of Poland. 

These various conflicts of interests,” whether real or imaginary, 
at last involved the great powers in a series of three waxs, follow- 
ing one upon the other in rapid succession; (i) the War of the 
Polish Succession, 1733-1739; (2) the War of the Austrian Suc- 
cession, 1740-1748; (3) the Seven Years' War, 1756-1763. The 
first of these wars was fought only in Europe ; but the last two 
were fought, not only in Europe, but in America and in India as 
well. In America the War of the Austrian Succession goes by the 
name of King George’s War (1744-1748) and the Seven Years’ 
War is called the French and Indian War (1754-1763). 

Now it is important to keep in mind that all of these wars, 
although they have different names, were closely related. They 
were all parts of the same great struggle, which lasted, with brief 
intervals of peace, for exactly thirty years, from 1733 
Europe, this was a struggle of France, Spain, Austria, Prussia, 
and Russia for the conquest of territory. In America, in India, and 
in the West Indies it was a struggle between England, France, and 
Spain for colonies, trade, and naval power. We may therefore 
rightly think of this great struggle as the Thirty Years’ World 
War ” of the eighteenth century.^ 

The beginning of the Thirty Years’ World War: The War of 
the Polish Succession, i733”i739* In 1733 the King of Poland 
died, and all the kings and diplomats wondered whom the Polish 
diet (parliament) would elect as his successor. The diet might 
easily have chosen a king without any trouble if the other states 
had been content not to meddle. But Louis XV of France had 
married the daughter of a Polish prince, Stanislas ; and he thought 

should, however, be remembered, that the struggle between France and 
England over colonial and commercial advantages in North America and India 
was not confined to this peried. It began at least as early as the War of the 
Spanish Succession (1701-1713), and was continued as late as the Napoleonic 
warn which ended in 1815. This struggle between France and England in the 
eighteenth century is often called the Second Hundred Years’ War ” 
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that if Stanislas became king, France would have Poland as an 
ally against her old enemy Austria. By distributing a good deal 
of money where it would do most good, Louis managed to get the 
diet to elect Stanislas, who was proclaimed King of Poland. 

This did not suit the rulers of Russia and Austria, who wanted 
Augustus of Saxony to be King of Poland, so that Poland would 
be friendly to them instead of to France. They therefore sent 
an army into Poland, drove Stanislas out, and forced the diet to 
choose Augustus king (Augustus III). Since Louis could not 
easily send any army across Germany to fight for Stanislas in 
Poland, he decided to get revenge by invading and conquering 
Belgium, which belonged to Austria, and Lorraine, which was part 
of Germany. In this war France was joined by Spain, whose king 
thought the time had now come to recover the former Spanish 
provinces in Italy; and also by the Duke of Savoy, who hoped 
to annex to his duchy some of the Austrian territory in northern 
Italy. 

The War of the Polish Succession was therefore fought, not in 
Poland, but in Belgium, in Lorraine, in Lombardy, and in Naples 
and Sicily. It began over the Polish succession, but ended in an 
attempt to partition Austria. Most of the fighting was over by 
1735, but the preliminaries of peace were not signed till 1736 
{Treaty oj Vienna). By this treaty it was agreed: (i) that 
Augustus should be King of Poland ; (2) that Austria should give 
up Naples and that the Spanish prince, Don Carlos, should be 
King of Naples and Sicily; and (3) that after a certain time Aus- 
tria should have the Duchy of Tuscany in Italy in exchange for 
Lorraine, which should be annexed to France. 

This war had given the European states a taste of Austria. In 
the next war they tried to devour her altogether. 

The Thirty Years» World War continued : The War of the Aus- 
trian Succession, 1740-1748. The War of the Austrian Succes- . 
sion is usually said to have begun in 1 740, when Frederick the 
Great invaded Silesia (see p. 120). But at that time two powers, 
England and Spain, were already at war. For a long time Spain 
had complained that English merchants were smuggling goods 
into the Spanish colonies contrary to the terms of the Peace of 
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Utrecht (1713-1714). This was true; but it was also true that 
Spanish privateers, pretending to be official coast guards, often 
illegally captured English ships and carried off their cargoes. In 
one of these conflicts an Englishman named Jenkins had one of 
his ears cut off. For eight years Englishmen were never allowed 
to forget that the Spaniards had cut off Jenkins’ ear. On the 
other hand, the Spanish people were told that on one occasion 
an English captain had compelled a Spanish noble to cut off and 
devour his own nose. After many years of national grievances 
such as these, the honor of both countries was thought to be at 
stake, and in 1739 the English government declared war on Spain. 
This war is known as the War of Jenkins’ Ear. 

How the War of Jenkins’ Ear might have ended we shall unfortu- 
nately never know, for it was soon submerged and lost in the War 
of the Austrian Succession. This was largely due to the appear- 
ance on the scene of one of the greatest kings and military leaders 
of the century — Frederick II, the Great (reigned 1740-1786). 

Frederick was a thin, dried-up looking man, with cold eyes and 
a long sharp nose, as hard as iron both in body and mind. He 
seems to have been always old. Perhaps this was because he had 
a hard time of it, living under the harsh and cruel discipline of his 
father, old Frederick William. Frederick William thought the 
son of a king should be interested only in affairs of government, 
and especially in the army. But young Frederick cared nothing 
for these things — apparently. He occupied himself with music 
and literature. Like most of the other people of his time, he ad- 
mired the French writers and thought them the only literary models. 
He therefore learned French — not very well, but well enough to 
write stilted verse in that language. He admired and imitated 
Voltaire, the famous French wTiter, and professed to think the 
Germans mere barbarians in things artistic and intellectual. All 
this infuriated Frederick William, who regarded his good Germans 
as the salt of the earth and cared for nothing but military and 
governmental affairs. Father and son quarreled furiously, and 
Frederick was so harshly treated that he once tried to escape. He 
was caught, and barely missed being shot for treason. 

Old Frederick William would have been surprised and delighted 
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Frederick the Great (1712-1786) 

From a portrait by Menael. As a young man Frederick dressed in fine clothes, 
as in the illustration on pap 172 ; later he cared little about finery and to save 
money kept his clothes until they wore out. Frederick once said, “I am not the 
man to sacrifice the interests of Prussia to those of the other powers."' 

to kaow that his frivolous and poetic son was to become a far abler 
king than he himself, and one of the world’s great generals. As 
soon as he became king, in 1740, Frederick gave his best energies 
to the business of government. He enlarged Prussia by the con- 
quest of Silesia (1748) and by the annexation of West Prussia 
{. 1112 ). He strengthened the army and made it the best fighting 
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machine of Europe. He reclaimed waste lands, built canals, and 
improved the industries of his country, especially by developing 
the manufacture of woolens and linen. He proclaimed religious 
toleration, abolished torture as a means of punishment, and made 
reforms in the administration of justice. Before he died, in 1786, 
Frederick had made Prussia one of the great powers and had ac- 
quired for himself the reputation of being a great general, a great 
patriot, a great cynic, and a great humanitarian. 



Making Hats, Eighteenth Century 
An advertisement by H. Cutter, “Hat Maker.” 


Cynic and humanitarian — it seems a curious combination. 
But great characters do not easily lend themselves to the ordinary 
labels. Frederick was cynical because he had little faith in the 
capacity or virtues of mankind; and humane because, knowing 
the frailties of men, he did not expect too much of them. One 
day someone expounded to him the doctrine of Rousseau that 
men are naturally good.” Frederick replied, Ah, my dear sir, 
you don’t know the miserable human race as I do.” Without 
vanity, and conscious of his strength, he could afford to ignore 
opposition and laugh at criticism. It is said that once, riding on 
horseback along the streets of Berlin, he saw a paper posted high 
up on a wall. Riding up to look at it, he read a scurrilous attack 
on himself. Calling an attendant, he said, This is amusing, but 
it is too high up ; put it lower down so that people on foot can read 
it.” Then he rode on, chuckling no doubt. One of his first acts, 
upon becoming king, was the invasion and conquest of the Austrian 
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province of Silesia. Learned men tried to prove from historical 
documents that Frederick had a legal claim to Silesia; But Fred- 
erick cared nothing for that. He said, “I take what I want; 
there will always be plenty of professors to justify what I do.” 

Such was the great Frederick — hard as iron, keen as a razor’s 
edge, washed free of vanity and sentimentalism, indifferent, toler- 
ant usually, brutal on occasion, scurrilous, witty, cynical. His 
long and successful reign began in 1740, and opened with the War 
of the Austrian Succession. 

Frederick’s father, old Frederick William, had built up an excel- 
lent army of about 80,000 men (see p. no). The opportunity 
for the young Frederick to use this army came almost at once, in 
October, 1740, when Charles VI, ruler of Austria and of the Em- 
pire, died without leaving any son to succeed him. This raised 
the famous question of the Austrian succession. Charles VI, fore- 
seeing this difficulty, had for many years been trying to get all of 
the European states to agree that when he died his daughter, Maria 
Theresa, should succeed him as ruler of Austria and as empress. 
All of the states of Europe had agreed to this, with one important 
exception. That exception was Bavaria ; and when the Emperor 
Charles VI died, the Elector of Bavaria, who was very distantly 
related to the old emperor, claimed that he was the rightful heir 
of the Austrian government. 

^ This was Frederick’s opportunity. Since the Austrian succes- 
sion was in dispute, it seemed possible that France and Spain might 
side with the Elector of Bavaria in the hope of getting some of the 
Austrian possessions for themselves. If there was to be a struggle 
for Austrian territory, Frederick wanted his share, and he decided 
to get his share first. Without any warning he therefore invaded 
the rich Austrian province of Silesia, which bordered on Branden- 
burg. He then notified Maria Theresa that if she would overlook 
this robbery and give him Silesia, without making any trouble 
about it, he would aid her in defending the rest of her possessions 
against the Elector of Bavaria. When Maria Theresa indignantly 
reused this offer, Frederick allied himself with Bavaria, and invited 
France and Spam to come into the war and take whatever other 
possessions of Austria they might wish or could get. After some 
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From a drawing by G. P. Rugendas. In the foreground is a cannon, and beside 
it cannon balls and a barrel of powder. 

hesitation both countries, together with the King of Sardinia, joined 
Frederick and Bavaria in the war for the partition of Austria. 
England, being already at war with Spain, naturally decided to join 
Austria. 

Thus the war was between England and Austria on the one side 
and Prussia, France, Spain, Sardinia, and Bavaria on the other. In 
Europe it was fought in Belgium, Germany, and northern Italy for 
the dismemberment of Austria; in America and India it was a 
struggle for colonies, trade, and naval power. The fighting dragged 
on till 1745, but peace was not finally made till 1748 {Peace of 
Aix-la-Chapelle). This treaty provided: (i) that Maria Theresa 
should be recognized as ruler of Austria, but that she should give 
up Silesia to Frederick, Parma to Spain, and part of Lombardy to 
Sardinia; (2) that all other conquests on both sides should be 
restored. 

The war and the peace really settled nothing. Maria Theresa 
was determined to recover Silesia at the first opportunity, and the 
rivalry of Spain, France, and England in the -colonies was just as 
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keen as ever. The Peace of Aix-la-Chapelle (Aachen) was really 
only a truce. Everyone believed that the war would soon be 
renewed. Therefore everyone began to prepare for this new war, 
and sure enough it came within a few years. 

The Thirty Years’ World War continued: The Seven Years’ 
War, 1756-1763. I. Bow the war began in America^ 17 §4. The 
Seven Years’ War really began in America two years before it began 
in Europe. In 1754 the French built a fort, which they called 
Fort Duquesne, on the upper Ohio River, where Pittsburgh now 
stands. No sooner was it built than the Governor of Virginia 
sent Colonel George Washington with a small force to capture the 
fort and drive the French out. This was the beginning of what is 
called the French and Indian War. Why was the possession of 
this fort of such vast importance as to involve France and England 
in a long and desperate war? To answer this question we must 
get a clear idea of where the French were located in America, and 
what they were doing there. 

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the French had 
established forts and trading posts along the St. Lawrence and the 
Great Lakes at Quebec, Montreal, Niagara, Detroit, and Sault 
Sainte Marie ; on the Mississippi at New Orleans and near Saint 
Louis; and on the Wabash at Vincennes. These forts and trad- 
ing posts were of value chiefly on account of the fur trade with the 
Indians, The soldiers overawed the Indians, the missionaries 
converted them, and the invaders gave them cheap colored cloth, 
bracelets, glass beads, and brandy. In exchange the Indians, 
especially when they were drunk, readily gave up their valuable 
furs, which the traders then sold in France for high prices. But 
before 1754 the French had had no trading posts on the Ohio River. 
This river they now determined to occupy, partly because it was 
the most direct route from their forts on the Mississippi to their 
forts on the St. Lawrence, and partly because they would thereby 
be able to control the Indian trade of all this middle-western coun- 
try. This was why they built Fort Duquesne in 1754. 

The English were determined not to allow the French to control 
the Ohio River because they also were interested in the middle- 
western country. English traders, with glass beads and rum, were 
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European Possessions in North America, 1750 


already carrying on a profitable trade with the Indians along the 
Ohio River, People from Virginia and Pennsylvania were cross- 
ing the mountains and taking up farms in what is now the state 
of Ohio. Certain far-sighted and prominent men, among them 
George Washington and Benjamin Franklin, were interested in 
obtaining land in this region; and for this purpose a number of 
Englishmen and Virginians had organized the Ohio Company, which 
had obtained from the English government a grant of 500,000 acres 
of land near the present city of Cincinnati. If the French were 
permitted to hold Fort Duquesne, they would soon establish other 
forts farther down the river, overawe the Indians, and presently 
all this rich country would be lost to the English, 

Thus the French and Indian War began as a struggle for the 
control of the Ohio Valley. We shall see presently how this struggle 
ended ; but first we must see how the war in America involved 
all the European powers in the Seven Years^ War in Europe. 

2. How England and France changed partners. Now that they 
were at war in America, France and England each sought allies 
against the other, with the result that England obtained the assist- 
ance of her former enemy Prussia, while France obtained the assist- 
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ance of her former enemy Austria. This curious change of part- 
ners is called the Diplomatic Revolution, or the Reversal of 
Alliance. Let us see how it came about. 

When the war broke out in America the English king, George II, 
was afraid France would attack his Duchy of Hanover in Ger- 
many. Since Austria had been the ally of England in the last war, 
the English government now asked Maria Theresa to renew the 
alliance, so that England could have her aid in defending Hanover 
against France. But Maria Theresa cared very little whether 
the English king kept Hanover or lost it. Her quarrel was not 
with France, but with Frederick, who had taken Silesia in the last 
war. Her one ambition was to recover Silesia ; and since England, 
as she thought, had given her very little help in the last war, she 
was unwilling to renew the alliance for the coming war. Failing 
to obtain the aid of Austria, England turned to Prussia and in 
1756 signed the Treaty of Westminster with Frederick the Great, 
by which the two powers agreed that, in case the war spread to 
Germany, each would help defend the other’s possessions. 

The French king, Louis XV, was very indignant when he learned 
that Frederick had made a treaty with England. Frederick had 
been the ally of France in the last war, and Louis had expected 
him to renew this alliance for the new war. Maria Theresa had 
already asked Louis to make a treaty of alliance with her, but 
Louis had refused to do so. It seemed contrary to all the rules of 
the game that these ancient enemies should become friends over- 
night. But now that Frederick had apparently deserted France, 
Louis felt that there was nothing left but to accept the offer of 
Maria Theresa. Accordingly, in 1756-1757, these old and tried 
enemies, France and Austria, signed a defensive and offensive 
alliance {First and Second Treaties of Versailles). 

Thus England and France changed partners for the new war 
dance. It was now England and Prussia against France and 
Austria. France and Austria were soon joined by Russia — whose 
tsarina, Elizabeth, feared and hated Frederick — and also by 
some of the small German states, notably Bavaria and Saxony. 
This war was fought, as Voltaire said, “ in the four quarters of the 
globe in the East and West Indies, on the sea. in North 
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America, and in Europe. In the last war the fighting in Europe 
had been carried on by a combination of powers who aimed to dis- 
possess Maria Theresa and partition her empire. In the Seven 
Years’ War the fighting was carried on by a combination of powers 
who aimed to dispossess Frederick the Great and partition his king- 
dom. Let us see how Frederick managed to survive this ordeal. 

3. How Prussia was saved from destruction by the genius of Fred- 
erick, the gold of England, and the death of Tsarina Elizabeth. Fred- 
erick’s position was a dangerous one. There he was in his little 
kingdom, with an army of no more than a hundred thousand men, 
surrounded on ail sides by powerful enemies, each one with an 
army larger than his. On the east were the Russians, who could 
easily invade East Prussia at any time. On the south were the 
Austrians, ready to march directly into the province of Silesia. 
On the west were the French, who could strike at Brandenburg 
and Berlin from Saxony. Frederick was in a ring of fire; and 
more often than not during the long war his chances of escaping 
destruction seemed slight indeed. 

One of the things that saved him was his own sheer genius and 
dogged persistence. Even these qualities would not have helped 
much if his enemies had been good fighters. Fortunately for 
Frederick, his enemies were slow to strike, they did not all strike 
at the same time, and when they won important victories they often 
foolishly failed to follow them up. In 1757 Frederick took effec- 
tive advantage of these weaknesses. The Russians had gone home 
for the winter. One Austrian army held Silesia, while a combined 
French and Austrian army occupied Saxony. On November 5, 
Frederick suddenly attacked the latter army at Rossbach and 
won a crushing victory, dispersing the Austrian army and forcing 
the French army back to the Rhine. Then he turned to the east, 
and on the 5 th of December defeated the second Austrian army at 
Leuthen and drove them out of Silesia. 

These victories gave Frederick time to get his breath. But 
Prussia was neither a large nor a rich country, and without more 
mone\ he could not go on fighting very long. Very fortunately 
for him, about this time the famous William Pitt, afterwards Earl 
of Chatham, became one of the King of England’s most influential 
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Pitt Jiad a commission m the cavalry, but turned to politics in 1735. His 
eloquence won for him the name '‘The Great Commoner.” When paymaster, 
Ms honesty became proverbial ; he left the position with no more money than 
he had before. In 1756 he -became prime minister. 

ministers. Up to this time England had made little headway 
against the French in the colonies; and Pitt thought that if Fred- 
erick lost the war in Germany, the French would be free to devote 
all their energies to the war with England, and so England might 
lose the war in America. Pitt wished to give Frederick more effec- 
tive aid, so that France would be kept busy in Europe. He there- 
fore made a new treaty with Frederick, by which England agreed 
to maintain an army of 50,000 men in Germany, and to pay Fred- 
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This painting by Hogarth shows a group of well-to-do people, typical of English 
society in the second half of the eighteenth century. A butler is pouring tea. 

erick about $3,250,000 each year. With this aid Frederick was 
able to hold his own during the next four years. 

But in 1761 the English aid was withdrawn. The English king, 
George III, thinking that England had won the war against the 
French in America, desired to make peace. He forced Pitt to 
resign and refused to make any further payments of money to 
Frederick, who was thus left to fight single-handed against France, 
Austria, and Russia. His most, dangerous enemy was Russia. 
Two years before, the Russian army had defeated Frederick deci- 
sively at Kunersdorf and might have ended the war by following 
up this victory. What if the Russians should come again? But 
once more fortune favored Frederick. In 1762 the Tsarina Eliza- 
beth died. Her successor, Peter III, believing that the real enemy 
of Russia was Austria, had always opposed the war against Prussia. 
As soon as he became tsar he therefore abandoned Austria and sent 
an army to fight on the side of Frederick. From this time on, 
Frederick had no difficulty in defending Prussia or even in keeping 
the disputed province of Silesia. 

Thus the chief result of the war in Europe was that Prussia, 



THE RIVALRIES OF THE GREAT POWERS 


129 


instead of being destroyed, was permitted to become one of the 
great European powers. We must now turn to the war in America 
and India and see how England gained the upper hand there, 

4. Mow the English won an empire in America. Colonel George 
Washington, coming up from Virginia in 1754 to drive the French 
out of Fort Duquesne, was defeated; and the next year (1755) 
the English general, Braddock, was defeated even more disastrously, 
largely because the British troops were not used to the Indian 
methods of fighting. The redcoats, moving in solid formation, 
were an easy mark for the redskins skulking in the woods. General 
Braddock was killed; his army was nearly wiped out; and the 
Indian tribes, judging from this easy victory that the English 
could not fight, nearly all sided with the French. 

During the first four years the French and their Indian allies 
had the best of the fighting. But in 1758 the fortunes of war 
began to change. This was largely due to the great minister Wil- 
liam Pitt, who inspired both the British and the colonists with the 
determination to win. Pitt was not content merely to win vic- 
tories against the French ; his aim was nothing less than to drive 
them out of America altogether. For this purpose a British fleet 
and a large British army were sent over to aid the colonial troops. 

The great object was the capture of Quebec, the capital of French 
Canada. Standing high on the cliffs above the St. Lawrence River, 
it seemed almost impregnable. Yet it might be taken if two armies 
could attack it at once from two sides. Two expeditions were 
therefore planned. One army, under General Amherst, moved 
north by way of the Hudson and Lake Champlain; a second, 
under General Wolfe, was carried by the fleet up the St. Lawrence. 
If these two armies could strike at Quebec at the same time, it was 
thought there might be a chance of success. 

But General Amherst was not able to reach Quebec as soon as 
he was expected to. He took Ticonderoga from the French, but 
it was no easy task to lead an army through the wooded country 
of northern New York, and General Wolfe had to do the best he 
could alone. He could really do nothing from the river, because 
the city and fort were so high above it on the bluffs. How could 
he get his army up the steep bank in face of a strong French army ? 
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Baling and Shipping Raw Cotton from the Colonies 

From an engraving in V Encyclopedie. Negroes are picking cotton (the artist 
thought it grew on trees !), cleaning it, and packing it in bags to be carried by 
ship to Europe. The colonies were not permitted to manufacture cloth. 

It might seem impossible. But after long delays and many fail- 
ures, Wolfe finally outwitted the French general, Montcalm, and 
one fine morning the French were astounded to look out and see 
the British army drawn up on the Plains of Abraham. On Sep- 
tember 13 the French army was defeated, and the chief stronghold 
of the French in, America was occupied by the English. 

The capture of Quebec was the decisive event of the war. Fort 
Niagara had already been taken by General Forbes, and a year 
later, with the capture of Montreal, the English were masters of 
Canada. In 1761, when it was too late, Spain entered the war 
on the side of France, in the hope that the combined navies of 
France and Spain might drive the English out of the West Indies, 
or at least defend their own colonies there. But they were hope- 
lessly defeated. Within another year England had conquered, not 
only many French colonies, but the Spanish island of Cuba as well 
5, Mow the English became masters of India. In the Seven 
Years^ War the English gained the upper hand in India as well as 


THE RIVALRIES OF THE GREAT POWERS 131 

in America. Since this was an important event in modern history, 
we must try to understand just what the French and English were 
doing in India. 

For a long time before the war the French East India Company 
and the English East India Company had been competing for the 
profitable Indian trade. Both companies had settlements on the 
western and the eastern coasts of India. The principal French 
settlement was Pondicherry, not far from the English settlement 
at Madras ; the principal English settlement was Calcutta, not 
far from the French settlement of Chandernagore. The inland, 
country round these settlements was governed by native Indian 
princes (nabobs, rajahs, etc.) who were continually fighting each 
other, and who were sometimes friends and sometimes enemies of 
the French and English settlements. Now of course it made a 
great deal of difference to the trading companies whether the native 
princes were friendly or not. Unless they could establish friendly 
relations with the natives, they could not trade with them, and their 
settlements were in danger of being wiped out. Therefore each 
company was always trying to establish, with one or more native 
princes, alliances that would be advantageous to it and dangerous 
to its rival company. One way to win the friendship of a native 
prince was to aid him in his wars with other native princes. The 
native princes had large armies, but their methods of fighting were 
crude, while the English and French companies had small forces 
of Europeans and natives trained to fight in the European way. 
A native prince who could get one of these trained forces to fight 
for him could usually defeat his enemy, and for such aid the native 
prince was willing to pay well, by giving the trading company 
either privileges, or gold and jewels, or both. This meddling in 
native wars and politics was a dangerous business, but if success- 
ful it was a profitable business — at least for the officers of the trad- 
ing companies. It was a Frenchman, Dupleix, who first learned 
to play this game effectively. But later an Englishman, Robert 
Clive, learned to play it even more successfully. 

Let us see how Clive played this game in Bengal during the Seven 
Years’ War. The Nabob of Bengal at that time was a certain 
Surajah Dowlah, who was hostile to the English at Calcutta, and 
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Tool Chests and Their Contents 

Can you think of any modern tools not shown among these Birmingham tools 
used in the eighteenth century? 

if he joined the French the English company would almost surely 
be driven out of the province. Clive’s little army was not strong 
enough to defeat the army of the nabob, and so he entered into a 
conspiracy to dethrone him. 

One of the generals in Surajah Dowlah’s army was a noble by the 
name of Mir Jaffir who was quite willing to become nabob himself. 
With Mir Jaffir, Clive therefore entered into a written agreement 
to the effect that if Mir Jaffir and his troops would desert Surajah 
Dowlah, Clive would help him to become Nabob of Bengal. In 
return, Mir Jaffir promised that when he became nabob he would 
grant certain lands to the company, and certain sums of money to 
the officers. Clive’s share was about $2,000,000. The treachery 
of Mir Jaffir enabled Clive to defeat Surajah Dowlah at the Battle 
of Plassey (1757). Surajah Dowlah was killed, Mir Jaffir became 
nabob, and the English East India Company thus gained the upper 
hand in all of this rich country of Bengal. 

Thus you can see that the struggle in India was something more 
than a mere struggle for trade. Each company wished not only 
to control the trade of India, but to exploit the immense wealth 
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of tli6 country by gaining a predominant political influence among 
the native princes. When the war ended, the French, having 
been defeated in America and Europe as well as in India, were 
forced to agree to the English terms. These terms were that the 
French East India Company, although allowed to retain five trad- 
ing posts in India, should no longer make treaties with the native 
princes or meddle in any way with native wars or politics. This 
gave the English company the upper hand in trade and, what was 
far more important, left it free to becomil the master of India by 
extending its political influence among the native princes. 

6 . The Seven Years' War ended by the Peace of Paris ^ 1763,. 
The war was ended by the Treaty of Huber tsburg and the Treaty 
of Paris (February, 1763), which together we may call the Peace 
of Paris. By the Treaty of Hubertsburg, between Frederick the 
Great and his enemies — Austria, Saxony, and France — it was 
agreed that Frederick should keep all of his possessions, including 
the province of Silesia. The war had lasted seven years, thousands 
of men had perished, a vast extent of country had been ravaged, 
and yet “ not a hamlet had changed its ruler.’’ 

The result was far different in respect to the Treaty of Paris, 
between England, France, and Spain. By this treaty : (i) France 
surrendered to England all of her possessions in North America- 
east of the Mississippi (except New Orleans) and also her West 
Indian islands of Grenada, Tobago, Dominica, and St. Vincent ; 
(2) Spain surrendered Florida to England, in exchange for which 
England restored Cuba ; (3) France gave to Spain, as compensa- 
tion for the loss of Florida, New Orleans and all of the French pos- 
sessions w^est of the Mississippi River; (4) in India the French 
East India Company retained five trading posts but was no longer 
permitted to take part in the politics and wars of the native princes. 

Like all great events, the Thirty Years’ World War of the eight- 
eenth century had certain immediate results which everyone at 
the time could easily see. The immediate results of chief impor- 
tance were two. In the first place, the war settled the fate of Prussia. 
Instead of being destroyed^ as it might have been, Prussia became 
one of the six great powers of Europe. In the second place, by 
destroying the power of France in America and India, the war 
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Territorial Adjustments Resulting from the Thirty Years’ World 
War of the Eighteenth Century, 1733-1763 


made England the leading naval, colonial, and commercial power 
of the world. But this war had certain remote results which no 
one at the time could foresee. To understand the real importance 
of the war it will therefore be well to keep these remote results in 
mind also. 

We must keep in mind, for one thing, that it was this same 
Prussia, which England helped to preserve in the Seven Years’ 
War, that took the lead in founding the new German Empire of 
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1871 — the empire of Bismarck, and of Kaiser William II which 
England helped to destroy in the Great War (World War I, 1914-- 
1918). If the Seven Years’ War had turned out differently ~ if 
Prussia had been destroyed then — it is possible that there would 
have been no modern German Empire. At least it would not have 
been created by Bismarck, or ruled by Kaiser William II. In this 
odd way the great war of the eighteenth century was a remote cause 
of the two great wars of the twentieth century. 

Lilcewise the Seven Years’ War was a remote cause of the two 
great events which soon followed it — the American Revolution 
and the French Revolution. The Seven Years’ War nearly doubled 
the debt of England and, by giving her Canada and the Mississippi 
country, it increased the cost of defending her American posses- 
sions. It was to help meet these new expenses that the English 
government imposed the famous stamp tax on the colonies ; and 
the Stamp Act, as everyone knows, was the beginning of a quarrel 
which led to the American Revolution and the independence of 
the thirteen colonies. 

Meanwhile the French government had also contracted a heavy 
debt in the wars from 1733 to 1763. You may be sure that the 
French government, having been so badly defeated by England, 
was delighted to see the thirteen colonies rise up in rebellion against 
her old enemy, and in order to help disrupt the British Empire, 
the French government, in 1778, made an alliance with the thirteen 
colonies and furnished the money which enabled them to win their 
independence. This greatly increased the French debt, and it 
was to raise new revenue to meet the debt that the king was forced 
to call the famous Estates General of 1789 which began the French 
Revolution. 

In these devious ways the wars of the eighteenth century influ- 
enced the course of modern history. By aiding Prussia in the 
eighteenth century, William Pitt helped to raise up a powerful 
enemy of England in 1914. By aiding England in the eighteenth 
centur}% Frederick the Great helped to create the British Empire 
which William II labored in vain to destroy in our own time. By 
depriving France of Canada, England prepared the way for the 
loss of her own colonies; and by aiding these colonies to win their 
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Partition of Poland, 1772, 1793, 1795 


independence, the French king, Louis XVI, helped to bring on the 
revolution in which he lost both his crown and his head. Such 
is the tangled skein of historical events. 

The results of the Thirty Years’ World War of the eighteenth 
century may be summarized as follows: (i) France gained Lor- 
raine but lost her colonial empire in America and India. (2) Eng- 
land made great gains in America and India. (3) Spain gained 
possessions in Italy. (4) Prussia gained Silesia. 

How England lost her colonies and Poland was partitioned, 1772-* 
I79S* For thirty years after the Peace of Paris there were no 
general wars in Europe (1763-1793). But during this period 
important changes were made in the territorial possessions of the 
great powers. As a result of the American Revolution, in which 
France fought on the side of the colonies against England, Eng- 
land lost the most valuable part of her American colonial empire 
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the thirteen colonies, and the territory lying between the Alle- 
ghany Mountains and the Mississippi River (1783). At the same 
time England ceded the province of Florida to Spain. 

Meantime, the question which chiefly occupied the three east- 
ern powers — Russia, Prussia, and Austria • was the partition 
of Poland. Poland was an immense country, but divided by reli- 
gious and racial rivalries, and possessed of a government too weak to 
maintain its independence. For more than half a century its more 
powerful neighbors, especially Russia, had interfered in Polish 
affairs, and at last they resorted to the plan of each taking a con- 
venient part of Polish territory. By the first partition (1772), 
Russia obtained that part of Poland lying east of the Dvina and 
Dnieper rivers; Prussia obtained that part of Poland known as 
West Prussia, inciaaing the important city of Danzig; Austria 
obtained the great province of Galicia. Realizing that unless 
they strengthened their government their country w’-as doomed to 
destruction, the Poles endeavored to effect needed political reforms. 
This led to the second partition (1793), which Russia obtained 
part of Lithuania, and Prussia obtained what was known as Great 
Poland and New East Prussia. The remainder of Poland was 
finally partitioned between Russia, Prussia, and Austria in 1795. 
The Poles remained subject to Russia, Austria, and Prussia until 
1919, when their independence was restored. 


QUESTIONS 

1. Why were France and Spain friends after the Treaty of Utrecht? 
Why were France and England enemies in the eighteenth century? 
Why were Austria and Spain rivals ? 

2. What were the territories of the dukes of Brandenburg in 1648? 
How did the Duke of Brandenburg become King of Prussia? What 
did Frederick William I do to make Prussia a great state ? Why were 
Prussia and Austria rivals in Germany? 

3. What did Peter the Great do to “Westernize” Russia? Why did 
Russia become one of the European “great powers” in the eighteenth 
century ? WTiy was Russia a rival of Austria ? of Prussia ? of Sweden ? 

4. What were the three European wars between 1733 and 1763? 
What were the main disputes in all these wars? Why may they be 
regarded as one war? 



CHART FOR CHAPTER V Ups and downs of war and peace in the eighteenth century. 
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5 How was the War of the Polish Succession settled? What caused 
the War of the Austrian Succession? State the terms of the Peace of 
Aix-la-Chapelle. Whv did England and Austria ^‘change partners” 
between 1748 and 1756? How did the Seven Years’ War begin in 
America? Why did the French and English quarrel over the Ohio 
Valley? How did this war in America spread to Europe? How was 
Frederick the Great able to defend Prussia against the superior forces 
of Russia, France, and Austria? What were the French and English 
fighting about in India ? What were the terms of the Peace of Paris, 1763? 

6. Wliat were the chief results of the Thirty Years’ World War of the 
eighteenth century? 

7. What possessions did England lose as a result of the American 
Revolution? Why was Poland, though a large country, unable to 
maintain its independence? What happened to the Kingdom of Poland 
in 1772, 1793) 2-nd 1795? 
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A French Peasant's Cottage, 1749 
From a drawing by J. G. Wille. 


^ EENTH CENTURY: HOW THE FEW LIVED WELL WITHOUT 
WORKING, AND HOW THE MANY W^ORKED WITtlOUT LIVING 
WELL 

Certain savage-looking beings, male and female, are seen in the country, black, 
livid and sunburnt, . . . belonging to the soil which they dig. . . . They seem 
capable of articulation, and when they stand erect they display human countenances. 
They are, in fact, men. La Bruyi^re 

No one who has not lived before lySg knows how pleasant life can be. Talleyrand 

Why we need a clearer picture of the peopled’ In writing 
history we often have to use words that refer, not to material things 
which everyone has seen and handled, but to ideas, which no one 
has seen or handled — splendid words, such as government,” 
liberty,” “ revolution,” and the like. Such words are likely 
to mean different things to different people. Humpty Dumpty, 
in Through the Looking Glass, said that he was the master of words 
and could make them mean anything he liked. We can’t do that, 
but we ought to stop sometimes and see what some of these fine 
words do mean, or whether they mean anything. 

In the last chapter we often used the words “England,” 
“France,” “Prussia.” Perhaps we used such expressions as 
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England made a treaty with Prussia/’ or '' the English conquered 
North America,” or “ the English government declared war on 
Spain.” Now of course the words '' England,” Prussia,” “ gov- 
ernment,” when they are used in this way, stand for some person 
or persons ; and since we are dealing with the wars of on.e country 
with another we are likely to form a picture of “ the people ” of 
each country acting as one person. Perhaps we have a vague 
image of the people of England joining hands with the people 
of Prussia, or rising up in anger to fight the French. And with 
that image in mind it is easy to suppose that if England won the 
war, all the English people were in some way better off than before, 
and all the French people worse off. 

But this is not a correct picture of the people ” in England, 
or France, or any' other country. If we say that England de- 
clared war on Spain in 1739,” what we mean is that the English 
government (the king and his ministers, with the assent of Parlia- 
ment) declared war on the Spanish government. The only people 
who did any fighting were those in the navy, while the rest of the 
people went about their business much as before. Of course all 
Englishmen, being subjects of the English government, w^ere sup- 
posed to act as if the Spaniards had greatly wronged them, and 
as if they would be greatly benefited by winning the war. But 
the great majority of the people of England were not really angry 
with the Spaniards. They knew nothing, and cared very little, 
about the rights and wrongs of Jenkins’ famous ear, had nothing 
to do with the declaration of war, and were no better off on account 
of the glorious victories of the British navy. Likewise, in the 
Seven Years’ War, the French peasant farmers had no grievance 
against the English farmers, and the only effect of the war on them, 
whichever side won it, was that their taxes were higher. 

Thus when we think of the people of England, or France, or 
any other country in the eighteenth century, we must not think 
of them as one, but as many. We must think of the people as 
divided into more or less distinct classes, each with its own w^ay of 
life, each with its own interests. Above all, we must not think 
of the people as all having an equal influence in deciding what their 
government should do, or as all equally benefited or injured by 




An Eighteenth Century Fair in England 

Ferris wheels before the time of Ferris. Note the mechanism by which the 
wheels are turned. From a drawing by Chodowiecki, 1774. 

what it did. In this age of kings and nobles only the few, the 
nobles and the rich, had any influence in deciding what the gov- 
ernment should do, and so what the government did — whether 
it levied a tax or waged a war — was done largely for the benefit 
of the few. It was taken for granted that what was good for king 
and nobles would be good for the common people. 

Before we go on with the story of modern history we must there- 
fore form a clearer picture of the people ’’ in this age of kings 
and nobles. And we shall try to form this picture by studying 
the system of society and government in France. 

Why we ask the French people to sit for this picture. It may 
be impertinent to ask the French people to abandon business and 
pleasure and sit for a picture of the people ” in the Age of Kings 
and Nobles ; but there are two reasons why w^e must do so. In the 
first place, the system of society and government in France was 
much the same as that in other countries. The people of France 
were perhaps more oppressed than those of England, Holland, or 
Switzerland ; but they were less oppressed than those of Germany, 
Austria, or Russia. A picture of the French people will thus be 
representative — that is, much like a picture of the people in other 
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countries, although not quite so bright as some would be or quite 
so dark as others. 

But there is a second reason for choosing the French people as 
a model for our picture, and this reason is more important than the 
other. In the eighteenth century the French people were grow- 
ing weary of government of the people, by the king, for the nobles ; 
and in 1789-1795 they carried through a great revolution, the 
result of which was that the king lost his power and the nobles 
their privileges. This great French Revolution, was one of the 
most important events in modern history, and therefore we shall 
presently (in Part III) have to study it with much care. But first 
we shall need to know a good deal about the system of government 
and society which the Revolution destroyed. That is why we ask 
the French people to sit for a picture of the people '' in the Age 
of Kings and Nobles, and why this chapter will be mainly devoted 
to a study of the system of government and society in France. 

How the French people were legally divided into three classes or 
estates. In most countries today all the people, according to the 
law of the land, have the same rights and privileges. But in France 
in the eighteenth century, and in nearly every other country of 
Europe, the people were, according to the law of the land, divided 
into three classes or “ estates.’^ The clergy made the First Estate, 
the nobles made the Second Estate, and all the rest of the people 
made the Third Estate. 

The First Estate was composed of about 130,000 clergy of the 
Catholic Church — bishops, abbots, monks, and parish priests. 
They possessed about one-fifth of the land ; but, although they some- 
times gave him a grant of money, they paid no taxes to the king. 
On the contrary, they levied and collected a tax, called the tithe, 
from all landholders. They had special courts of justice in which 
they were tried for offenses. They controlled education and to 
some extent could prohibit the publication of books which they did 
not like. The clergy thus formed a little company by themselves. 
They were supposed to perform certain services for society — 
they were responsible for the maintenance of religion, the educa- 
tion of the people, and the relief of poverty. It was in return for 
these services that they were favored with special privileges. 
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The Second Estate was made up of the nobles. There were 
about 110,000 nobles in France. They possessed about one-fifth 
of the land. They, also, could be tried and punished for offenses 
only in special courts. They paid very few taxes to the king, yet 
they collected rents from the peasants who lived on their manors. 
Many well-paid ofi&ces were reserved by the king for the nobles 
alone. In all the relations of life they were regarded as superior 
to ordinary people and could demand, as a right, to be so treated. 

The Third Estate was composed of all the people who were 
neither nobles nor clergy — about 24,750,000. They had no spe- 
cial privileges as a class, but were called Third Estate ” merely to 
distinguish them from the two privileged orders. Thus nearly all 
the people of France were unprivileged. They were people of 

base condition — that is to say, in the eyes of the privileged 
nobles they were the people.” 

The theory was that all three classes or estates were of equal 
importance and rendered equal services to society. But though 
the classes as a whole were considered to be of equal importance, 
the individuals composing them were not ail given the same value. 
In the eyes of the law one clergyman, or one noble, was as im- 
portant and as useful to society as 250 ordinary folk. 

How the eyes of the law must have been poor, since they did not 
see things as they really were. The law does not always, or even 
usually, correspond exactly with the facts, and it was so in France 
in respect to the division of the people into classes. You must 
not suppose that all clergymen, or aU nobles, were equally rich 
and powerful, or that all the common people were equally poor 
and helpless. On the contrary, many of the nobles and clergy 
were poor and without much influence, while some of the common 
people were very rich and powerful. In lact the real power and 
influence of people had come to depend more upon their wealth 
and manner of living than upon their rank; and so the real divi- 
sion of the people was somewhat different from the legal division. 
We may represent the real division of the people by placing 
them on a kind of social ladder” (see p. 147). You can easily 
see that the three estates, in scrambling up the social ladder, had 
become much mixed up., and the members of each of the estates 
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had lost touch with each other. Many of the clergy and nobles 
were well toward the bottom, while some of the Third Estate had 
climbed so far up that they could grasp the skirts of the great 



nobles and bishops and even catch a glimpse of the king himself. 
The great majority of the people, however, remained very near 
the bottom of the ladder. 

We have now a kind of bird’s-eye or airplane view of the people ” 
as they were legally divided into estates or classes, and as they were 
arranged on the social ladder according to wealth and infiuencec 
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on page 148 is not of an actual manor, but it is typical — that is, 
it represents fairly well what any manor was like. You will notice 
the castle or manor house, the woods and parks, and the land called 
domain. All this belongs to the lord of the manor, and what is 
raised on the domain belongs to him. Then you will notice the 
village where the peasants live, and the many strips of plowed 
land, pasture, and wooded land held by the peasants. Although 
each peasant works his land and cannot be dispossessed of it, he 
does not own it. The lord of the manor, whom we will call the 
Count of Bourneuf, is the overlord of all the peasants and the pro- 
prietor of all the farms; therefore each peasant has to pay him 
certain rents and perform for him certain services. 

In this way the lord of the manor with his domain land and the 
peasants with their little farms form a compact community. But 
there is another person who belongs to this community. In the 
village will be a parish church, and there will be a parish priest 
to conduct the religious services and look after the religious welfare 
of the peasants. He is called a cure because he has the cure or the 
care of souls. But this priest, whom we will call Father Joseph, 
is not chosen by the people of the village. He is appointed — 
very likely by the lord of the manor, the Count of Bourneuf. The 
reason for this is that one of the remote ancestors of the count gave 
the land for the church and provided the money to build it ; and 
in return for this gift he required that the lord of the manor should 
always have the right of appointing the parish priest. 

Thus we have on the manor of Bourneuf a little community of 
about one hundred people. All three of the estates are represented 
here — there is a noble, a priest, and peasants ; and all are bound 
together by the land. 

How the peasant, Jacques Bonhomme, works hard for a poor 
living. Let us follow one of the peasants, whom we will call Jacques 
Bonhomme C' James Simplefellow into his cottage in the vil- 
lage. It is a small stone house, with a thatched roof. The main 
room is living-room, dining-room, and kitchen combined, with a 
large fireplace for cooking, a solid table and chairs, and a cupboard 
or two. On the mantel is a crucifix, in the corner a spinning-wheel. 
The room is lighted by a single window, perhaps a large one. There 
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A Well-Supplied Farm Kitchen in England, Eighteenth Century 

English farmers in generai lived much more comfortably than French peasants. 
The farmer who lived here had a cheese press, a churn, and an abundant supply 

of bacon. 

may be another room, or perhaps an attic, for sleeping — cold in 
winter and hot in summer. 

Here Jacques 'Bonhomme lives with his wife and children. He 
will be unfortunate if he has no children to lielp him — unfortu- 
nate, also, if he has too many to provide with farms when he dies. 
But whether the children are few or many, all rise early and 
work hard. Perhaps Jacques Bonhomme has a rough wooden 
plow, and perhaps an ox to draw it. Otherwise he must use a 
spade, or draw the plow himself, unless he can get his sons or his 
wife to draw it for him. He sows his grain by hand, reaps it with 
a sickle, and threshes it with a wooden flail or tramps it out with 
his heavy shoes. Jacques Bonhomme and his family live on vege- 
tables and rye bread, with sometimes a rare feast of eggs or meat. 
In the evenings they gossip with the neighbors, and then it is “ early 
to bed and early to rise ” for another laborious day. 

On Sundays and fast days Jacques Bonhomme, or at least his 
wife, goes to church, and now and then to a wedding or a funeral 
or a village church festival on the green. But they have few amuse- 
ments. They never take a vacation or make a journey, for they 
cannot afford it. They do not write letters, for they cannot write ; 
or read books, for they cannot read. Besides, they have tio time. 
They must toil ceaselessly in order to live and perhaps, by desperate 
economy , save a little money with which to buy an acre or so more 
of land from the lord’s domain. For the farm is theirs to possess 
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as long as they live, and when Jacques Bonhomme dies his sons will 
inherit it. If there are several sons, one may choose to become a 
priest, while another may go off to town and be apprenticed to a 
shopkeeper. 

Many peasants are worse off than Jacques Bonhomme; some 
are better off. Jacques Bonhomme would himself be better off 
than he is if he could keep all that he raises from his farm. But 
that is what Jacques is beginning to complain of bitterly — he 
cannot keep all that he makes by his hard labor. He cannot keep 
it all because he has three masters, and to each of these he must 
give something each year. These three masters are (i) the lord 
of the manor; (2) the church; (3) the king. 

How Jacques Bonhomme helps to support one of his masters — 
the lord of the manor. The lord of the manor, the Count of 
Bourneuf, lives in his castle or manor house, a large stone house 
with many rooms. Some nobles are wretchedly poor and have 
little to live on in their bare, cold houses. But the Count of 
Bourneuf happens to be a rich noble, and his castle is filled with 
fine furniture, has pictures and tapestries on the walls, and has 
rugs on the floors. It is perhaps not very warm in winter. But 
everyone is used to that, and the count does the best he can with 
plenty of wood for the huge fireplaces, plenty of good, food and wine 
for the table, and plenty of servants to work for him and make 
everything as comfortable as possible. The count and his family 
and friends amuse themselves as best they can, with conversation, 
music and dancing, card-playing, and perhaps a little reading. The 
count does not labor with his hands — he is not permitted to; 
but he may, if he wishes, manage his domain lands, and look after 
the peasants on the manor who owe him rents and services. 

Jacques Bonhomme can see the castle from the village. He looks 
up to the count, and to his wife and sons and daughters, with awe 
and reverence — or perhaps with hatred — as superior beings. 
He knows that they belong to another world than his and that 
when he meets them by chance in the streets or the fields he must 
doff his cap, and be pleased if they deign to give him a good-day 
or submissive if they ask him to do them a favor. What he kno’ws 
best of all is that every year the count or his agent will come to 
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demand the rent in money {cens), or in grain {champart). It may 
be that in addition Jacques will have to work one day in the week 
on the lord’s domain, while the count’s sons, in pursuit of game, 
are perhaps riding over the fields of Jacques and tramping down 
the grain. For this too is the right of the lord. And when Jacques 
dies, his sons, before they can inherit the farm, must pay a fee to 
the count. 

Perhaps ail this seems right enough to Jacques Bonhomme so 
long as the count lives in his castle and takes a fatherly interest 
in his people. For in that case Jacques will know his lord by sight 
and will sometimes have a bit of conversation with him about the 
farm ; if he is ill he may send up to the castle for food or medicine ; 
if the wind blows off his thatch the count will perhaps put on an- 
other ; , or he may give him another cow in place of the spotted one 
that died, or not press for the rent if the harvest has been bad. So 
long as the count, his master, is also a kind of father, it seems right 
to Jacques to be obedient and pay the rent. 

But the count is likely to find life dull in the country, especially 
in the winter. So he may get out the coach and take his family 

to the neighboring city of X , where he has a town house, and 

where it is more amusing ; or, if he can afford it, he will go to Ver- 
sailles and live at the king’s court, where it is most amusing of all. 
In that case he will leave a lawyer to collect the rents. The lawyer 
will be sure to collect the rents, but he will not be a father to Jacques 
or look after him when he is in trouble. In that case Jacques will 
begin to ask himself, '' Why should I pay rent to someone who does 
not live in the castle? ” 

How Jacques Bonhomme helps to support a second master — 
the church. It may be that Jacques Bonhomme will go to the 
village priest. Father Joseph, and grumble about his troubles. 
'' Why does the count not live at home? ” he will ask. '' Why 
do I pay rent to a stranger who does nothing for me? It is not 
right.” Father Joseph will sympathize with Jacques, for he, too, 
thinks the count ought to live in the castle and take care of his 
people ; but he will tell Jacques not to complain, because the world 
is like that and there is nothing to be done about it. 

Father Joseph will sympathize with Jacques, even though he 
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does belong to the privileged First Estate, for he may have been 
born of peasant parents himself. At all events he is poor, too, 
and lives no better than the peasants. Besides, he lives with them 
day by day and shares all their joys and sorrows. When their 
children are born he baptizes them ; when they are grown up he 
marries them ; when they die he buries them. He is their friend 
and teacher, who tells them what it is right to think and to do. 
Jacques may not always do what Father Joseph tells him to, but 
he looks up to him because he represents the church, and the church 
is one of his masters also. 

To this second master, the church, Jacques has to pay every 
year the tax called the tithe. The tax is supposed to be a tenth of 
what is raised on the farm. In reality it is not so much as that 
— perhaps no more than a twentieth. But every year it has to be 
paid. It should rightly be paid to Father Joseph for the support 
of the village church, for education, and for the relief of poverty 
among the peasants. This would not be so bad. But Father 
Joseph complains — and Jacques Bonhomme might well complain— 
that very little of the tithe is kept in the parish for these purposes. 
Most of it has to be carried away to some monastery, or more 
likely to the bishop of the diocese, a grand personage whom Jacques 
Bonhomme never sees because, when the bishop is not living at the 
king’s court at Versailles, he lives in the city of X- . 

Two masters ought to be enough, but Jacques Bonhomme has 
one more, and that is the king. 

. How Jacques Bonhomme helps to support a third master- — 
the king. Jacques Bonhomme never sees the king, but he knows 
that he lives far away, in Paris or Versailles, in a w^onderful palace, 
and that everyone must obey him without question. A poor peas- 
ant may complain of the count, but Heaven would surely punish 
the man who might be so rash as to question the right of the king 
to do what he thought wise. The power and majesty of the king 
is represented to Jacques Bonhomme in the person of the king’s 
agent, the intendant, who lives in the city of X—. Perhaps 
Jacques does not see even the intendant, but only his representative, 
the sub-delegate. It is this sub-delegate, the servant of the servant 
of the king, who comes every year to collect the king’s taxes. 
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To Mm, also, Jacques Bonhomme has to pay a part of his small 
earnings. He has to pay (i) the taille, or land tax ; (2) the ving- 
tieme or twentieth, which is a kind of income tax; and (3) the 
captation, or poll tax. Besides, Jacques has to buy from the king 
a certain amount of salt for his table and a certain amount for cur- 
ing meat and for other purposes. It may be that he does not need 
so much salt. He has to buy it just the same. The sul^-delegate 
is not much Interested in Jacques Bonhomme or his troubles, al- 
though the king allows the intendant a certain sum for the relief 
of poverty in the village. The sub-delegate wants the money so 
that he can pay it over to the intendant. The intendant must 
have the money so that he can send it on to the king’s ministers, 
who spend it in keeping up the splendid palace at Versailles, in 
feeding the nobles who live there with the king, or in paying for 
the wars which the king has to wage with Austria, or Prussia, or 
England. 

Thus Jacques Bonhomme has to help support three masters: 
(i) the lord of the nianor, to whom he pays rent ; (2) the church, 
to which he pays tithes ; and (3) the king, to whom he pays taxes. 
When he has paid all these, how much does he have left of his small 
earnings? Something less than half. And so it is with the other 
peasant farmers — the great majority of the French people. At 
least one-half of what they raise goes to support the nobles, the 
clergy, and the king. 

The nobles, the clergy, and the king ought to live very well with 
all this money. The king lives very well, but not all of the nobles 
or the clergy do. Only a few of the nobles are rich enough to live 
luxuriously, and the great majority of the clergy — the 60,000 
parish priests — are as poor as the peasants. The 138 bishops 
and the heads of the numerous monasteries, these are the clergy 
who take the tithes and the revenues of the church lands and live 
well on them. 

The tax and the tithe which the king and the church took from 

poor Jacques Bonhomme were carried off to the city of X , 

where the bishop and the intendant live. Very likely the Count 
of Bourneuf, when he got into his coach and went off to the city 
of X- — took with him some of the rent which Jacques had paid 
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over to him. Let us go then to the city of X , and see what 

the count and the bishop and many other people — shopkeepers, 
lawyers, and officials — are doing there. 

The city of X , and the little and big people in it. Only a 

small part of the French people lived in cities in the eighteenth 
century. The largest city was Paris, with a population of about 

600.000, and the next largest was Lyon, v/ith a population of 130,- 
000. Altogether there were about 78 cities, with a population of 
not more than 10,000 each. In these cities there were perhaps 

2.000. 000 people — less than there were in 1938 in the single city of 

Paris. We will suppose that the city of X , which we are now 

to visit, has a population of 10,000. It is not a real city, but a 
typical city, as the manor of Bourneuf was a typical manor. 

In the city of X , there are vagabonds, criminals, and men 

without employment. These people form the lowest class. There 
are also many day laborers and domestic servants, whom we may 
speak of as belonging to the laboring class. Above them are 
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people engaged in business — butchers, bakers, and candlestick- 
makers — the shopkeepers and merchants who make and sell the 
things which the people in the city need to have. These, and the 
town priests, belong to the lower middle class. Above them, 
in the upper middle class, are officials and people engaged in some 
profession. There will be the city officials — a mayor and coun- 
cilmen; and there will be the king’s intendant, who collects the 
taxes; lawyers and judges connected with the high court of justice 
known as the parlement; and the professors in the university, if 

there happens to be a university in the city of X . Above these 

is still another class, composed of the nobles who have town 
houses here, the abbot who governs the monastery, and the bishop 
who governs the diocese. 

We must stop to say a word about the bishop, because he is a 
very important personage. France is divided into 138 dioceses, 

and a bishop presides over each one. The Bishop of X will 

have charge of the cathedral church in the city of X , he will 

administer the church lands, and supervise the parish priests in the 
villages of the diocese, including Father Joseph whom we already 
know. The king appoints the bishops; and you might suppose 

that he would appoint, as Bishop of X , some parish priest 

who had served long and faithfully. But he will not do this. 
Father Joseph can never hope to be promoted to be Bishop of 

X , for the king chooses his bishops from the noble families. 

The Bishop of X may therefore very w^ell be the brother or 

the uncle or the cousin of the Count of Bourneuf. Let us suppose 

that the Bishop of X is the brother of the count. As bishop, 

he will live in the episcopal palace and have the title of Monseigneur. 

What the people in the city of X live on, and how some of 

them are ambitious to better their condition in life. The Count 
of Bourneuf and his brother the bishop are the most important 

people in X , and they have money enough to live well. The 

count has his rents and the produce from his domain. The bishop 
has the rents from the church lands, and most of the tithe collected 
from Jacques Bonhomme and the other peasants in the diocese. 
If Monseigneur is a serious and high-minded bishop he may use 
most of his money for churches, schools, and charity, and spend 
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very little on himself. But if he lives too simply, people will com- 
plain, because a bishop is expected to live well and maintain the 
dignity of his position. 

The lawyers, judges, ojficials, and professors live on their fees, 
or on salaries. Most of them cannot live so well as the count and 
the bishop, but they hope to have better houses and make a better 
show than the merchants and shopkeepers. 

The two lower classes live on what they can sell. The laborers 
sell their services, and the shopkeepers sell their wares. Of course 
they hope the count and the bishop and the lawyers and judges 
and professors and officials will all live luxuriously and spend as 
much money as possible, so that business will be lively and the town 
prosperous. 

The merchant or the shopkeeper will not try to make a show. 
He will live economically, and by working hard try to save money. 
He knows that he is not important by reason of his birth, like the 
noble, or by reason of his position, like the judge. He knows that 
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if he is ever to become anybody, it will be through the power of 
money. His ambition is therefore to save money, so that he can 
make his son a physician, perhaps, or buy him a small office con- 
nected with the parlement. Then his son may some day hope 
to marry the daughter of a lawyer, or a judge, and so rise from the 
third class into the second. While the shopkeeper dreams of 
making his son a lawyer or a judge, the judge dreams of marry- 
ing his son to the daughter of some noble, so that he may rise from 
the second class to the first. Meantime, what can the count and 
the bishop hope for, since they already belong to the first class? 
The count and the bishop may be perfectly satisfied ; but it is quite 
possible that they also want something more than they have. In 
that case, they will find it necessary, in order to get what they want, 
to run off to Paris and Versailles. 

What the count and the bishop want, and why they go to Paris 
and Versailles to get it. The Bishop of X— — will be a very un- 
usual bishop if he does not desire to be promoted to a larger and 
more important diocese. Perhaps he aspires to become an arch- 
bishop. If he is very ambitious he may even hope to become a 
cardinal. His brother, the Count of Bourneuf, wishes nothing 
for himself, perhaps ; but if he has .sons and daughters he will wish 
to do as well as possible for them. To his eldest son he will leave 
the manor of Bourneuf. He will expect his second son to enter the 
church and become a bishop ; and he will expect his third son to 
obtain some distinguished and well-paid office in the king’s house- 
hold or in the king’s army. For his daughter he must try to make 
as brilliant a marriage as possible. He will think himself unfortu- 
nate if he has more than one daughter or more than three sons. 
Children are a blessing to be sure, but the count cannot easily 
arrange for more than four. 

These are perhaps the ambitions of the Count of Bourneuf and 
of his brother, Monseigneur the Bishop. Neither of them can get 
what he wants by remaining in the little provincial city of X — — . 
It is the king who can give Monseigneur his promotion, and help 
the count to settle his troublesome children in life. But the best 
offices and the most brilliant marriages will be for those nobles 
and bishops who are on the spot,, and the king is likely to forget 
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those who do not come to pay their respects to him. The count 
and Monseigneur will therefore think it necessary to run up to 
Paris and Versailles, at least for part of the year. Let us follow them 
and see what is going on among the rich and powerful who live 
near the king and seek to obtain from His Majesty, or from His 
Majesty’s ministers, smiles, pensions, and offices. 

Why Paris is more important than other cities. The count 
and Monseigneur will not run up to Paris in their motor cars or 
on a fast express train. They will have to manage with a heavy 

closed coach drawn by four horses ; and if the city of X is 

two hundred miles from Paris it will take them two or three days 
to make the journey, unless they travel night and day, with relays. 
But sooner or later they will rumble over the cobbles through one 
of the many guarded gates into the narrow streets of the famous 
city. 

The count and the bishop will know, but will take it as a matter 
of course, that Paris is a famous city. It is famous because it is 
the largest city in Europe — with its population of over 600,000, 
larger even than London. It is famous because it is the center of 
wealth, of commerce and industry, of science, literature, and art. 
It is famous because it is the capital of France, the chief state in 
Europe ; and it is celebrated the world over for its public build- 
ings and private palaces where so many distinguished people have 
lived and so many historic events have occurred. 

The count and Monseigneur might have seen, as they crossed 
the river, the splendid palace of the Louvre (today one of the great 
art galleries of the world), which had once been the residence of 
the king. They might have seen adjoining the Louvre another 
royal residence, the Tuileries, which the king still used when he came 
from Versailles to Paris. They might have visited the Duke of 
Orleans at the Palais Royal near by, or the Prince of Conde at the 
Palais Bourbon across the river, or the king’s brother, the Count 
of Provence, at his palace in the Luxembourg Gardens. Perhaps, 
as they crossed the Pont Neuf (“New Bridge”), Monseigneur 
may have bestowed a careless glance on the cathedral of Notre 
Dame, which had been standing there on the island since the thir- 
teenth century, gray and serene, lifting its towers above the city. 
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The count and Monseigneur will not stop in Paris, for they have 
seen it before. They will pass rapidly through, driving twelve 
miles to Versailles, where the king is. But we may be excused 
for remaining in Paris long enough to see some important people 
whom we did not see in the little city of X . 

The great majority of the people of Paris in the eighteenth cen- 
tury were much the same as the people of X . In Paris, as in 

other cities, there were a great number of laborers, of small shop- 
keepers and merchants, of lawyers, judges, oflficials, and a few 
nobles and bishops. But Paris, being the capital of France and 
the largest city, naturally attracted adventurous and ambitious 
men from all over the country. In Paris, therefore, we shall find 
a class of very rich people ~ merchants, speculators, and bankers 
— which we did not find in the smaller city. These people made 
a new kind of aristocracy, an aristocracy of money instead of 
an aristocracy of birth. 

In Paris shrewd men found many opportunities for making great 
fortunes. Some of the industries were very profitable. The 
Guild of Goldsmiths, for example, was a wealthy corporation, and 
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this industry was largely controlled by a few men who in the course 
of time had enriched themselves. Other men acquired fortune 
through their connection with the great foreign trading companies. 
Still others enriched themselves by speculating in the grain trade. 
In years when the harvest was bad they would buy up all the wheat 
in some province or other, and then sell it at exorbitant prices to 
the starving people. One of the most profitable businesses was 
controlled by a corporation known as the farmer s-general. This 
corporation was composed of about sixty men who paid the king 
a certain sum every year in return for the right to collect the in- 
direct taxes — the customs and tariffs. As they collected far 
more than they paid the king, the business was a good one. In 1763 
a man named Jacques Delhante took what little money he had, bor- 
rowed enough more to make 1,200,000 francs, and by paying 
this large sum became a member of the corporation. As an officer 
of the corporation he received a salary of 41,000 francs for many 
years. With this salary, together with his profits as a member of 
the corporation, he paid back what he owed, and left an estate 
when he died in 1792 of 2,500,000 francs. 
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But Jacques Delhante acquired something more than great 
wealth. After he became a member of the corporation of the 
farmers-general he purchased from the king an office “ Secre- 
tary to the King in the King's Household " — and the possession 
of this office, after twenty years, conferred on him a title of nobility 
which was inherited by his sons. There were in France many 
offices which conferred on their holders such titles. The principal 
offices in the king's household, in the parlement of Paris, in the 
Chamber of Accounts, and in the Privy Council — all these, and 
many others, conferred upon the holders a title of nobility. Of 
course the king did not give these offices for nothing ; they had to 
be paid for, and only the wealthy could pay for them. If a man 
had money enough, he did not need to purchase an office. He could 
buy a title of nobility outright — for a million francs or sq. 

Thus we find at Paris a new aristocracy rising out of the common 
people, an aristocracy of money. The people of great wealth, 
however acquired, looked down on the ordinary merchants and 
officials, and began to tread on the heels of the privileged nobles. 
They built fine houses in Paris. They bought land of the poorer 
nobles, built themselves splendid country houses, and collected rents 
from the peasants like any lord of the manor. In time they hoped, 
by purchasing an office or a title, to become nobles themselves and 
intermarry with the old families. Then they, or at least their chil- 
dren, might also go to Versailles, and be received at court, and ask 
the king for favors and pensions. 

Now we may go on to Versailles, where we shall find some of 
these new nobles, and the Court of Bourneuf and his brother. 

Monseigneur the Bishop of X , and many other nobles and 

bishops, all ready to serve the king and to be served by him. 

How the king lived in a very large house, because he had a large 
family and many guests. The palace at Versailles, with its beauti- 
ful gardens, was built by Louis XIV as a royal residence (see p. 90). 
As a residence it has long since been abandoned, and now weary 
tourists wander every day through its stately galleries and in- 
numerable small chambers, pausing to look with hushed and dis- 
pirited admiration at the pictures and tapestries. The place is 
lifeless and a little tawdry in its empty grandeur. But in the 
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eighteenth century it was the center of life and power, for it was 
still the dwelling place of the king and of the king’s household. 

In this immense dwelling lived the king, with his wife and chil- 
dren, and with his brothers and their wives and children, and with 
such royal princes as he could endure and their wives and children. 
To minister to the needs of all these exalted personages there were 
many '' gentlemen-in-attendance ” and '‘ladies-in-waiting,” to- 
gether with innumerable guards and servants of high and low degree. 
And always, coming and going, were many guests — nobles and 
bishops and cardinals, high officials of state, and ambassadors of 
foreign courts. In so large a family a few more or less made little 
difference ; and the arrival of the Count of Bourneuf and his brother, 

the Bishop of X , would scarcely be noticed. Yet some small 

and not too sweet-smelling rooms would be found for them ; and 
in the morning, when the king received his guests in the grand Hall 
of Mirrors, they would come forward and pay their respects to 
him by bowing very low. Then they would mingle with the throng 
again, much flattered if His Majesty had welcomed them with a 
smile and a gracious word or, as a signal favor, had given them the 
royal hand to kiss. 

Why so many exalted personages bowed very low before the 
king. The nobles and peers of France might be charmed with the 
king’s conversation, or despise him as a dull and stupid man. But 
every day they stood in attendance and bowed low for all that, 
because the king of France was more than a man. He was more 
than a ruler. He was a symbol, just as our flag is a symbol. When 
we take off our hats to the flag we mean to express our loyalty 
to the country. The flag is, therefore, sacred. For the same 
reason th^ person of the king was sacred, and when the nobles and 
bishops bowed low before him they were doing homage to the power 
and majesty of France. 

But there is a great difference between doing homage to a king 
and doing homage to a flag. When we take off our hats to the 
flag we do not expect to get anything from it. The flag cannot 
give us an office or a contract. For such favors we must write 
to the President or to the secretary of the interior. But when 
the Count of Bourneuf and his brother, the Bishop of X , bowed 
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very low to Louis XVI, they knew well that he was something 
more than a symbol of France. They knew that he was a king 
who ruled by divine right, whose word was law, and who could 
grant them a favor or put them in prison according to his humor. 

But the king, however much legal authority he might have, 
could not govern France all by himself. No one man can govern 
a country unless a great many influential people are willing to sup- 
port his government. So it was in France. The king governed 
France by means of a long-established system of administration, 
and this government was supported by the great and the powerful 
— the nobles, the bishops, and. the wealthy people of the middle 
class. 

How the king governed France by means of a system of adminis- 
tration. The king had a great many officials of government who 
did what he told them to do. The most important officials were 
the six ministers, who made up the Council of State. The 
king frequently called the council together, to get the advice of 
his ministers and to give them orders. These ministers were 
especially important because each one had charge of certain great 
affairs. They were (i) the chancellor of France; (2) the con- 
troller of finance ; (3) the secretary of war ; (4) the secretary of 
foreign affairs ; (5) the secretary of the navy ; and (6) the secre- 
tary of the king’s household. These high officials were all ap- 
pointed by the king, and if they did not do as he wished he could 
dismiss them and appoint others who would. 

When the king had given orders to the ministers, they in turn 
passed these instructions on to the intendants. France was divided 
inio thirty-two divisions, called intendancies ^ and over each inten- 
dancy the king appointed an intendant. We have already seen how 

the intendant of X collected the taxes from the peasants. But 

the intendants not only collected the king’s taxes, they carried 
out the king’s orders in ail matters ; and if they did not obey the 
king, or the king’s ministers, they too would be dismissed. 

Besides the ministers and the intendants, the king had his courts 
of justice. The highest of the king’s courts were the parlements 
— thirteen in all — of which the most important was the parle- 
ment of Paris. There were also several hundred minor courts of 
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justice in the different parts of the country. Ail of these courts 
tried and punished people for crimes and offenses according to 
the law and custom of the land. But the king was not bound by 
the law. He could at any time, by signing his name to a slip of 
paper called a lettre de cachet (“ sealed letter direct his police 
officers to arrest and imprison any person and keep him in prison 
until further notice. The king did not need to give any reason for 
keeping the person in prison, except that it was his will. 

To pay all of these officials, and hundreds of less important ones, 
the king used the huge revenue which he obtained from the taxes. 
Some of these taxes we have seen the intendant and the sub-dele- 
gate collecting from Jacques Bonhomme. They were the direct 
taxes — the taille, the vingtieme^ and the capitation. Besides 
these, there were the indirect taxes — the salt tax (gabelle) and the 
customs and tariffs collected by the farmers-general. If anyone 
refused to pay the taxes, he was arrested and had his property 
taken. To compel obedience to the king and his officials there 
were the police and, if necessary, the entire military force of the 
army. 

Of course the king would have been helpless if the people had all 
refused to obey the intendant, if the intendant had refused to obey 
the ministers, if the ministers had refused to obey the king, and if 
the army had refused to suppress all this disobedience. But the 
king had in fact little difficulty, for his officials obeyed him, and 
the people obeyed the ministers, as a ffiatter of course. Why was 
this so? 

The great mass of the people were poor peasants, and they obeyed 
the king’s officers without question, because they were ignorant 
and helpless and could not have acted all together even if they had 
thought of doing so. But it never even occurred to them to do so. 
If you had asked a peasant, Jacques Bonhomme for example, why 
he obeyed the king, he would have been dumbfounded. “ What ! ” 
he would have exclaimed, “ not obey the king? But that is un- 
heard of I Does not the count obey the king? And does not the 
bishop obey the king? Do they not bow very low before him? 
How should a poor peasant not obey the king when the great ones 
of the earth are humble before him? ” 
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The peasant would have been right. The king's power was 
safe as long as the rich and powerful were submissive. The king 
was able to govern France as he pleased because he was supported 
by the nobles, the bishops, and the wealthy people; and these 
people supported him because he governed France for their advan- 
tage. It was a government of the people, by the king, for the nobles 
and the rich. 

Why the nobles, the bishops, and the rich supported the king^s 
government. It is easy to see why the nobles supported the king. 
The nobles were a privileged class. They had one-fifth of the 
land, collected rents from the peasants, and yet paid no taxes to 
the king. If ail this did not satisfy them, the king could give them 
something more. At this very moment the Count of Bourneuf 
is at Versailles asking the king for favors. He is asking the king, 
or the king's minister, to make one of his sons a bishop and to ap- 
point another to an office in the army. Of course the count will 
not get what he wants if he goes about stirring up trouble for the 
king. If the count does anything so foolish as that, the king will 
delicately hint that his presence at Versailles is not desired. Some 
morning the king will take occasion to say to the count, in the 
presence of all the court and in a very loud voice : Count, I fear 
that the exciting life we lead here at Versailles is bad for the health 
of such of my subjects as are discontented ; for them the quiet 
of the country is far better." The count will understand that he 
is expected to start at once for his castle on the manor of Bourneuf ; 
and he will go home knowing that all the courtiers are laughing 
at him and that neither of his sons will be provided with an office. 
But if he is properly submissive the king will give him the offices 
he desires — at least, if he has not already filled all the vacancies 
by appointing the sons of other nobles. 

It is also easy to see why the bishops support the king. The 
• bishops are the governing officials of the church, which is a power- 
ful and privileged corporation. It is the king who has, by giving 
them their offices, turned over to them a large part of the immense 
revenues of the church. Besides, nearly all of the bishops are of 
noble birth, and therefore nobles and bishops are united by family 
interests. The Bishop of X — —is the brother of the Count 
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Man of Fashion Getting Dressed 
It’s evidently a very serious business. From a drawing by Moreau. 

of Bourneuf. Therefore the bishop will probably do what he can 
to help the count get offices for his son, and the count will do what 
he can to help the bishop get his promotion. It is a family affair. 
The bishops and the nobles are really one class, one group of power- 
ful families, with many privileges. Since the king does not deprive 
them of their privileges, why indeed should they wish to deprive 
him of his power? 

It is true there are many poor nobles, and many poor priests, 
who neither ask nor obtain favors from, the king. But they do 
not count ; for if they are too poor to get anything out of the 
king, they have for that very reason little influence to make trouble 
for him. 

But the nobles and the bishops are not the only people who find 
it to their advantage to support the king. Rich men and men who 
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hope to become rich, men who hold high office and men who hope 
to hold such offices — these also support the king. The sub-dele- 
gate hopes to become an intendant, the intendant hopes to become 
a minister, the minister hopes at least that he will not be dismissed 
in disgrace. The business man who has acquired a little wealth, 
the banker who has acquired more, the speculator who has made 
a good strike — such men think of buying good offices or dream of 
being admitted to the corporation of the farmers-general. Ail 
these people of the Third Estate are pushing up from office to 
office, from wealth to greater wealth. They are pushing up toward 
the top, and at the top they see a shining goal, a great reward. 
This shining goal, this great reward, is a title of nobility, which 
they hope to obtain, if not for themselves, at least for their chil- 
dren. They know that it is the king who can help them ; but they 
know that he will not help them unless they help him with their 
money, their influence, and their loyalty. Those who are success- 
ful will not think the king has too much power. 

How society and government in other countries differed from 
that in France. The system of government and society in other 
countries did not differ much from that in France. Most coun- 
tries were governed by absolute kings. (In the smaller German 
countries the rulers were called dukes, counts, margraves, etc.). 
The exceptions were: (i) England and the Dutch Republic, in 
which the power of the government was controlled largely by parlia- 
ments elected by the wealthy classes ; and (2) the Swiss Confedera- 
tion, in which the power was in the hands of assemblies elected by 
the mass of the people. In most countries, as in France, the power 
of the king rested on the support of a privileged nobility, and usu- 
ally on that of an established church. This was true even in Eng- 
land and the Dutch Republic, only in these countries the influence 
of the privileged classes was exercised through a parliament. In 
most countries, as in France, there was a wealthy middle class. 
In England this class was larger and more influential than in France ; 
in Germany, Austria, and Russia it was smaller and less influential. 
In most countries, as in France, the mass of the people were peasant 
farmers living on the great estates of the nobles. In England more 
of the peasants owned their land and they were freer from the 
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control of the nobles ; in central and eastern Europe they were less 
free than in France, being for the most part serfs, bound to the soil. 

In this chapter we have had a new picture of the people of France 
— the people divided into the privileged and the unprivileged, 
the rich and the poor, the influential and the helpless ; and a new 
picture of the government of France — government of the people, 
by the king, for the nobles and the rich. And, if we except the little 
Swiss democracies, this picture may be taken as typical of the 
society and government of Europe as a whole during the seven- 
teenth and eighteenth centuries — the Age of Kings and Nobles. 


QUESTIONS 

I. When we say ‘Hhe people of France” did so and so, we are making 
a generalization. What is a generalization? Why is it necessary to 
make general statements in writing history? Why are general state- 
ments about ‘^the people” of any country never quite true? In what 
sense are they true? 
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2. What classes of people made up the three estates” in France in 
the eighteenth century? In what respects were the nobles and clergy 
^‘privileged classes”? Are the classes which exist in America today, 
such as the capitalist class, the laboring class, etc., privileged classes in 
the same sense? 

3. How did the legal class distinctions differ from the actual class 
distinctions in eighteenth-century France? On the “Social Ladder” 
(p. 147), why are the government officials, wealthy business men, etc., 
placed higher than the poor country nobles? Why are the parish priests 
placed lower than the bishops? 

4. How were the three classes of nobles, clergy, and Third Estate 

represented in the life of the Manor of Bourneuf ? How were they bound 
together through the land? Explain how Jacques Bonhomme was 
subject to three masters. What was his attitude toward the Count of 
Bourneuf? toward Father Joseph? Why was Father Joseph more inti- 
mate with Jacques Bonhomme than he was with the Bishop of X ? 

5. What classes of people lived in the city of X ? Why were 

the interests of the Count of Bourneuf and the Bishop of X much the 

same ? Why did the merchants and laborers of the city of X wish the 

bishop to live luxuriously ? In what ways did Paris differ from other cities 
in France? Why was there a larger class of rich people in Paris ? 

6. Why did the Count of Bourneuf and the Bishop of X find it 

desirable to run up to Paris and Versailles for a part of the year? What 
people did they find living at Versailles? Why were they polite and sub- 
missive to the king? How could the king help them to get what they 
wanted? How could they help the king? 

7. How did people manage to climb up the social ladder? How did 
they manage to fall down? 

8. Why is it true to say that the government of France was a govern- 
ment of the people, by the king, for the nobles and the rich ? 

9. How did the system of government and society in England, 
Switzerland, and the Dutch Republic differ from that in France? In 
what respects were the mass of the people in these countries better off 
than those of France? In what respects were the mass of the people 
in central and eastern Europe worse off? 

10. Why is it appropriate to describe the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries as the “Age of Kings and Nobles”? 
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LARGE FACTS TO REMEMBER ABOUT PART II 

1. In the seventeenth century: (a) English Revolution results in 
establishment of authority of Parliament over king; (h) Louis XIV 
completes work of establishing absolute monarchy in France. 

2. In the eighteenth century : {a) Peter the Great makes Russia a 
European great power; Frederick William and Frederick the Great 
make Prussia a European great power; ib) Thirty Years’ World War, 
i733“t763 : conflict for territory in Europe and for commerce and colonies 
in America and India ; resulting extension of Prussia, Russia, and Austria 
in Europe and ascendancy of England in America ami India, 

3. System of government and society in the seventeenth and eighteenth cen- 
turies. Government of the people, by the king, for the nobles and the 
rich. 
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PART III 

THE AGE OF POLITICAL REVOLUTION 

Wily Part III is called the Age of Political Revolution. In the 
eighteenth century many people were beginning to think that 
government of the people, by the king, for the nobles and the rich 
was oppressive and unjust. They began to ask why nobles and 
priests should be thought better than other people. They began 
to ask why the majority of the people, who worked hard for a poor 
living, should be taxed to support the few, who already had enough 
to live in idleness. They began to ask whether it was true that 
God had intended kings to rule as they pleased, or whether he had 
not rather intended them to rule as the people pleased. 

As a result of this discontent and these questionings there oc- 
curred, between 1775 and 1815, three great events which brought 
the Age of Kings and Nobles to an end — or nearly so. The first 
of these events was the American Revolution (i775”-i783), by 
which the English colonies in America won their independence 
and established the Republic of the United States. The second of 
these events was the great French Revolution (1789-1795), which 
abolished the old system of society and established the French 
Republic. The third of these events was not so much an event as 
a pan — Napoleon, who, by toppling over many thrones (1799- 
1815), prepared the way for the spread of new" ideas and institutions 
throughout Europe. 

In 1815, after twenty-five years of revolution and war, most 
people wanted peace and quiet. Rulers and wealthy people, espe- 
cially, were afraid of the new ideas of “Liberty, Equality, Fra- 
ternity” which the French and American revolutions had let loose 
in the world; and for many years they tried to keep the w"orld 
“safe for monarchy and aristocracy” by repressing ail popular 
movements. But the new ideas were too strong to be repressed 
permanently. The middle and lower classes kept on demanding 
political liberty, equality of rights, and national independence ; and 
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gradually the old form of government by kings and nobles was 
replaced in nearly every country of Europe by some form of govern- 
ment by the people. 

In Part III we shall therefore study the history of a hundred 
years — roughly, from 1789 to 1889. During this period the chief 
public question that occupied the hopes and fears of people, the 
question on which political parties divided, was that of the form 
of government. Should governments be controlled by kings and 
nobles as formerly? Or should the wealthy middle classes be 
permitted to share with them in the control of the government? 
Or should all the people be permitted an equal share in the control 
of the government? The chief result of this hundred years of 
controversy was a widespread political revolution. In 1789 the 
form of government in nearly every European country was absolute 
monarchy. In 1889 the form of government in nearly every Euro- 
pean country was some form of- government by the people. This 
is why we shall call Part III the Age of Political Revolution. 

People do not engage in widespread and long-continued revolu- 
tion until they have acquired new and important ideas about gov- 
ernment and society. First of all, therefore, we must learn some- 
thing about the new ideas which were making their way in Europe 
in the eighteenth century — ideas which furnished the ideals and 
the inspiration for the French Revolution of 1789 and for the 
political changes of the hundred years from 1789 to 1889, 
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C HAPTER VII. HOW THE REVOLUTION WAS ACCOM- 
PLISHED IN MEN’S MINDS BEFORE THEY MADE IT THE 
WORK OF THEIR HANDS 

Since no one has a natural authority over his kind, and since might does not make 
fight, there remains only agreement as the basis of all authority among men. 

Rousseau 

In tile eighteenth century people began to have many new ideas. 
The title of this chapter is a modification of the famous statement 
by the French writer, Chateaubriand: “The French Revolution 
was accomplished before it began.” What he meant was that the 
French people had ceased to believe in the divine right of kings 
and in many other ideas on which the old system of government 
rested. They had already condemned the old system before they 
began to destroy it. Thus the Revolution was accomplished in 
their minds before they made it the work of their hands. 

This revolution in men’s minds — in their way of thinking — 
came about very slowly, and perhaps we should call it an evolution 
rather than a revolution. But at least we may say that by the 
eighteenth century most educated people had come to have new 
ideas about the material world and about the world of human 
society. These new ideas are closely connected ; but we may best 
consider them under four main heads : (i) new ideas about things 
and their relations ; (2) new ideas about man and the power of 
his mind ; (3) new ideas about the rights of man and the nature of 
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government ; (4) new ideas about the rights of states and their 
relations. 

I. New Ideas about Things and Their Relations 

For a long time people were afraid of the forces hidden away in 
material things. Of course everyone has ideas about things, be- 
cause everyone has to do with things all the time. Yet most people 
have only practical ideas about things. They think of wood as 
something with which to build houses or a fire ; they think of fire 
as something which will cook their dinners or warm their houses. 
But there are always some unusual persons who like to know for 
the mere sake of knowing. 

Great men in all ages have had this desire to learn for the sake of 
learning, but it is only in recent times that it has been much directed 
to the study of material things. The ancient Greeks had plenty 
of curiosity, but they were more interested in man than in things. 
The Romans were a practical people, who took things as they found 
them, being too busy conquering and governing the world to spend 
much time asking that explosive and fruitful little question, 

Why?” Then for a long time, during the Middle Ages, most 
people were afraid of the secret forces hidden away in material 
things; and anyone who had a laboratory filled with bottles, 
retorts, and strange-looking instruments, was looked upon as an 
evil person — a sorcerer in league with the devil. 

When did people cease to fear the secret forces of nature ? When 
did they cease to think of them as evil forces to be shunned, and 
come to think of them as beneficent forces to be mastered and made 
use of ? The silent change which took place in people ^s ideas about 
nature and her laws is one of the most important events in modern 
history — far more important than the wars and battles that made 
much more noise at the time; for without this change modern 
science, and the mastery of material forces which depends on 
science, would have been impossible. 

As early as the thirteenth century a few individuals (such as 
Roger Bacon) were aware that the study of nature would be useful 
instead of harmful; and sixteenth centuries 

such men as Leonardo da ^inci, Copernicus, and Kepler were 


THE REVOLUTION IN MEN’S MINDS 


177 



Chemical Laboratory of the University of Altdorf, about 1720 

From a drawing by Puschner. This laboratory is equipped with retorts and 
ovens. The university’s income from its endowment was only $4000 yearly. 


making important discoveries. But even as late as the seventeenth 
century the church and the universities were still hostile to natural 
science, and scientists who boldly announced their discoveries 
were more likely to be persecuted than honored. 

The greatest scientist of the early seventeenth century was 
Galileo. Let us see how he discovered some of nature^s laws and 
how he got into trouble by announcing these discoveries too boldly. 

How Galileo, aided by other men, discovered an important law 
of nature. Galileo was born in Italy, in the towm of Pisa, in 1564. 
He first studied medicine, but he gave that up because he did not 
want to become a doctor. He was one of those rare persons who 
refuse to engage in the ^‘practical” affairs of life, but must spend 
all their time asking ^'How?” and ‘^Why ?’' He therefore became 
a professor — first a professor of mathematics in the University 
of Pisa, and afterwards a professor of natural science in the Uni- 
versity of Padua. 

In Galileo’s time the scientists were discussing the question of 
whether Aristotle’s theory of falling bodies was true. Just what 
Aristotle’s theory was, is not very clear, but Galileo took it to mean 
that a ten-pound ball of iron, for example, would fall ten times as 
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Galileo (1564-1642) 

From a painting in the Bodleian Library, Oxford University. 

fast as a one-pound ball. Galileo was one of those who rejected this 
theory. Writing about 1590, he said: “If two stones were flung 
at the same moment from the top of a high tower, one stone twice 
the size of the other, would any one believe that when the smaller 
was half way down the larger had already reached the ground?” 
A friend of Galileo’s, many years later, said that “one morning” 
Galileo climbed to the top of the Leaning Tower of Pisa, and 
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dropped at the same moment two cannon balls, one ten times as 
heavy as the other, in order to prove to the assembled professors 
and students that the two balls would reach the ground at the 
same time. This story, although still told in books about Galileo, 
is probably not true. Galileo does not mention any such experi- 
ment in any of his writings, and there is no sufficient evidence that 
he ever performed such an experiment in Pisa, or anywhere else. 

Although we do not know whether Galileo experimented with 
falling bodies, we do know that such experiments were made by 
others. A scientist by the name of Stevins, or Stevenius (1548- 
1620), gives us the following account; ''The experiment against 
Aristotle is like this : take two balls of lead (as Jean Grotius . . • 
and I formerly did), one ball ten times the other in weight ; and let 
them go together from a height of 30 feet down to a plank below ; 
you will clearly perceive that the lighter will fall on the plank, not 
ten times more slowly, but so equally with the other that the sound 
of the two in striking will seem to come back as one single report.” 
To us this seems the obvious way to settle a question of this sort. 
But in Galileo’s time men were still inclined to settle such questions 
by asking what it was reasonable to suppose was true, or what 
Aristotle had said was true. Stevenius was not satisfied with such 
a method; he preferred to drop two balls and see whether they 
did in fact fall with the same speed, or with different speeds. 
In studying the behavior of the physical world, Stevenius adopted 
the modern scientific method of experiment and observation. 

Galileo may have known about the experiment of Stevenius, 
and he may himself have performed similar experiments of which 
no record has been preserved. The point is that he accepted the 
experimental method as the proper one for determining how objects 
in the physical world behave. Whether th% famous story of 
Galileo and the Leaning Tower is true or false, is of very little 
importance. What is important is this; wdth the aid of other 
men’s experiments, and by his own observation and reasoning, 
Galileo was able to formulate the natural law of moving bodies 
which made possible the modern science of mechanics. 

How Galileo discovered a law of human nature, which was that 
people in authority do not like to be made fun of. Galileo was 
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interested in astronomy as well as in mechanics. By means of an 
improved telescope he discovered many things hitherto unknown 
about the sun and the moon, the milky way, and the planets of 
Venus and Jupiter. The chief importance of these discoveries was 
to confirm the theory of Copernicus that the earth and the other 
planets moved around the sun instead of the sun around the earth. 

Since the new theory was contrary to the church’s teachings, 
which, in turn, were based upon its interpretation of the Bible, the 
theologians and the bishops and the Pope began to take note of the 
famous professor. Like many other people, ' Galileo was fond of 
popular applause; and as he had a sharp tongue, he could not 
resist making fun of the theologians who did not accept his theories. 
In 1632 he published a book entitled. Dialogue on the Two Prin- 
cipal Systems of the World. It was not a dry, scientific treatise, 
but a kind of story, in the form of a lively dialogue or argument 
between three characters named Salviati, Sagredo, and Simplicio. 
Salviati presents the theory of Galileo clearly and effectively; 
Sagredo is a modest pupil willing to learn; but Simplicio (^‘Sim- 
pleton”) is a stupid person who with foolish reasons tries to defend 
the old system. Simplicio was intended, of course, to represent the 
theologians and professors who did not accept the Copernican system. 

If Galileo had been content to present his scientific ideas as 
theories only^ until valid proofs for them, — which he did not then 
have — could be found, the church would probably not have inter- 
fered with him. But Galileo was a man who liked to be known, 
and to be known for his wit as well as for his scholarship. His 
Dialogue was written for the general public, not for scholars; while 
it ably defended the new system, it hardly did justice to the old. 
The authorities felt that Galileo was more interested in ridiculing 
the church than bs was in proving the truth of the new ideas. 
Therefore, the Pope — who had taken Galileo’s part in an earlier 
investigation ■— now summoned him before the Holy Inquisition 
at Rome. Galileo’s teachings were condemned, and Galileo was 
ordered to recant his belief that the earth moves around the sun. 
Galileo had no wish to suffer the fate of Giordano Bruno, who was 
burned at the stake in 1 600 for refusing to recant a heresy. Perhaps 
he reasoned that the truth of his theory would neither be disproved 
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by his denying it, nor confirmed by his being burned at the stake 
for refusing to deny it. At all events, Galileo recanted. He said 
that he had no desire to oppose the teachings of the church, and 
that accordingly he no longer believed that the earth moved around 
the sun. 

Galileo was now seventy years old. He had done his work in the 
world. In spite of his denial, his expositions of scientific theories 
remained for later scientists to accept or to reject, as later experi- 
ments might confirm or refute them. 

Why the persecution of scientists went out of fashion towards 
the end of the seventeenth century. Galileo died in 1642. That 
very year the great English scientist, Isaac Newton, was born. 
For his discoveries Newton was honored in his lifetime, and when 
he died in 1727 his funeral was a public event, celebrated with 
pomp and circumstance in the presence of nobles, bishops, and high 
government officials. Between the death of Galileo and the death 
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of Newton a great change had occurred — the practice of persecut- 
ing scientists had largely gone out of fashion. 

The work of Galileo himself did much to bring about this change ; 
and while Galileo was still living, the study of nature found a 
powerful champion in Francis Bacon, lord chancellor of England 
in the time of James I. Bacon did not make scientific discoveries 
himself, but he wrote two books which had a wide influence. These 
were The Advancement of Learning and the Novum Organum. In 
these works Bacon maintained with great eloquence that the learn- 
ing of the philosophers and theologians was of little value. For, he 
said, they are too much inclined to spin their theories out of their 
own heads, as the spider worketh his web ; and so they bring 
forth indeed cobwebs of learning, admirable for the fineness of the 
thread and work, but of no substance or profit.’’ Bacon therefore 
urged men to study nature and thus acquire new knowledge which 
might be of practical benefit to mankind. His writings had a great 
influence on account of their merits, but also because the author was 
a man of rank and a high official. 

Besides the writings of Bacon and the discoveries of Galileo and 
other scientists, there was another influence which helped to make 
the study of nature popular. This was the growing indifference 
to religious controversy. The Thirty Years’ War in Germany 
(1618-1648) and the English Civil War (1642-1646) were in large 
part wars of religion. After every war people begin to ask, What 
is the use of war?” It was especially so in the middle of the 
seventeenth century. Many people began to ask, “ What is the 
use of these religious wars which settle nothing? Is it not better 
to study nature, which leads to knowledge, than to dispute about 
religion, which leads to hatred and bloodshed?” Thus many 
intelligent people turned away in disgust from religious controversy 
and began to think that the hope of mankind lay in the discoveries of 
science. One evidence of this new interest was the founding of 
scientific societies. The most important of such societies were : 
the Royal Society of London (1662) ; the Royal Academy of 
Science at Paris (1666) ; and the Royal Academy of Science at 
Berlin (1700). ; 

One of the members of the Royal Society of London was Isaac 
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Newton. Few men have had a greater influence on modern history 
than Newton. He did not lead conquering armies or rule a great 
kingdom ; but in the eighteenth century he ruled the thoughts of 
men. Let us see how he did it. 

How Newton discovered that objects have no right to their colors, 
having borrowed them from the light. Newton’s first great dis- 
covery was made in a simple way. Holding an ordinary glass 
prism in his window, he saw that the light passing through it ^vas 
thrown on the opposite wall in seven different colors. From this 
he concluded that white light is a blend of seven different kinds of 
rays; and that each of these different kinds of rays, in passing 
through the prism, is refracted (bent out of a straight line) to a 
different degree, so that each ray, separated from all the others 
and falling on the wall in a different place, shows there its proper 
color. (See the figure above.) 

If this was so, why, Newton wondered, are some objects one 
color and some another ? This he thought must be because objects 
do something to light when it falls on them. Objects receive light 
differently. Some objects are very hospitable; they open the 
door wide, take light in with all its different rays, and shut the door 
again. Such objects, having absorbed all the rays, appear black. 
Other objects are less hospitable ; they take in all of the rays except 
one kind — let us say the red rays ; and the red rays, finding the 
door shut in their faces, fly back to the eye of the observer. Such 
objects appear red. Some objects will have nothing to do with 
light or any of its rays. Such objects appear white. Thus Newton 
discovered that color is not a property of objects. A red book is 
a book which has stolen and concealed all the rays of light except 
red, leaving the red rays outside to conceal the theft. 
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How Newton, by discovering the law of gravitation, made one 
universe out of many worlds. Before Newton’s time men had 
asked the simple questions, “Why do objects fall to the ground, 
instead of falling up into the sky? Why do the planets circle 
around the sun, and the moon round the earth, instead of going off 
at a tangent?” The first of these questions they had answered 
by saying that the earth pulls objects to itself by a force, which 
they called “gravitation.” The second question they answered 
by saying that the sun pulls the planets, and the earth pulls the 
moon, by a force just sufficient to balance the force which, by 
itself, would drive them off at a tangent. Was this force which 
pulls the moon to the earth and the planets toward the sun the 
same as the force which makes objects fall to the ground? Before 
Newton’s time some men had guessed that it was ; but no man 
had been able to prove it. What Newton did was to prove it. 

How Newton proved this we can easily understand by help of 
the figure on page 185. Suppose that, when the moon arrived at 
point A in its orbit, the earth should suddenly let go of it. In that 
case the moon would move in a straight line, and B is the point it 
w'ould reach in one minute. But the earth does not let go. It 
keeps pulling the moon, and so at the end of one minute the moon 
finds itself at C instead of B. This means of course that in one 
minute the earth has pulled the moon down from B to C. This 
distance could be calculated, and Newton found that it was about 
15 feet. Thus we may say that the earth attracts the moon by a 
force which makes the moon “faU” 15 feet in one minute. 

Now what Newton wanted to know was this : Is this force which 
makes the moon fall 15 feet in a minute the same as the force which 
makes ail bodies fall to the ground ? How could he determine this? 
We know that near the earth bodies fall very rapidly. A cannon 
ball, supposing one dropped from the top of the Leaning Tower of 
Pisa, would fall about 180 feet in a little less than three seconds. 
But now let us suppose the tow'er of Pisa were as high as the 
moon, and suppose Newton could have taken a cannon ball to the 
top and dropped it from point A in the moon’s orbit. He knew 
that from such a height it would move, in the first minute of its 
fall, vei}" slowly. Therefore what Newton had to find out was 
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this : If any body, such as a ten-pound weight, could be dropped 
from point A in the moon’s orbit, how far would it fall in the first 
minute? Would it fall from A to Z) — that is, 15 feet? Well, 
Newton did not need a tower as high as the moon to answer this, 
for he had something better — he had Galileo’s law of falling 
bodies. By means of this law 
he figured out mathematically 
that any body, if it could be 
carried up to the moon’s orbit 
and dropped from point A, 
would fall in the first minute 
just the distance from -4 to Z> — 
that is, just as far as the moon 

falls ” in one minute. 

Thus Newton, with the help 
of Galileo, proved that the force 
by which the earth holds the 
moon in its orbit is the same as 
the force which makes bodies 
fall to the ground. By similar 
methods, he proved that this 
force is also the same as that by which the sun holds the planets 
in their orbits. • In the end Newton made it possible for scientists 
to accept the idea that ordinary gravitation is a force that 
operates uniformly throughout the universe. Other men had 
discovered certain special laws of nature. Newlon discovered one 
universal law of nature — that all bodies, great or small, whether 
planets or grains of sand, attract each other by a uniform force, 
in proportion to the mass of the bodies and inversely in proportion 
to the square of the distance between them. Newton tied all 
matter together with one law, and so we may say that he made one 
universe out of many worlds. 

The work of Newton turned the attention of learned men to the 
study of nature. In the eighteenth century many inventions were 
made. Something was learned about chemistry; much about 
electricity ; and most of all about mathematics, physics, and me- 
chanics. The older studies of theology and metaphysics fell out 
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of favor, and natural science, or ''natural philosophy” as it 
was then called, was regarded as the most important branch of 
learning. 

This was in itself a great revolution in thought ; but we should 
not have needed to learn so much about Galileo and Newton if they 
had influenced the thinking of none but learned men. What is 
important for us is that the new ideas of nature and natural law 
influenced the thinking of ordinary people about human life — 
about the nature of man, about his rights, and about the organiza- 
tion of government and society. 

We must now see how the scientific idea of nature and natural 
laws entered the heads of ordinary people and changed their think- 
ing about man and the power of his mind. 

II. New Ideas about Man and the Power of His Mind 

Why ordinary people became interested in the Newtonian phi- 
losophy. Newton’s great book, the Principia, was first published 
in 1686. At that time not twenty men in Europe knew enough 
mathematics to understand it ; yet by the middle of the eighteenth 
century ordinary people everywhere were eager to learn something 
about what was called the "Newtonian philosophy.” Men went 
about giving popular illustrated lectures on the subject, and many 
books were published in English, French, and Italian (including 
some written especially for " the ladies ”) which explained in simple 
language the meaning of Newton’s discoveries. " Few people 
read Newton,” said Voltaire, " because one must be learned to 
understand him; but everybody talks about him.” Why should 
everyone talk about the work of a man whose books no ordinary 
person could understand? 

Ordinary people talked about Newton for the same reason that 
in our time ordinary people talk about Darwin. The name of 
Darwin stands for a new idea of the world and of man’s place in it; 
and most people, even though they may never have opened the 
Origin of Species, know something of Darwin and the Darwinian 
philosophy of evolution. In the eighteenth century the name of 
Newton stood for a new idea of the world and of man’s place in it; 
and that is why ordinary people, who never opened the Frincipia, 
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were eager to learn about the Newtonian philosophy. What was 
this new idea of the world and of man’s place in it? We can best 
understand what it was by contrasting it with the older idea which 
had survived from the Middle Ages. 

In the Middle Ages the prevailing belief w^as that men were 
naturally disposed to evil, so that, if allowed to think and act with- 
out restraint, they would follow evil courses and accept wrong 
ideas. Thomas Aquinas taught that all civil authority comes from 
God and may be given to kings and princes, who then may regulate 
the acts of men; and that education, not complete without religion, 
should be under the care of the church and would influence men’s 
thinking. The duty of men was to obey these lawful authorities, 
since by such obedience they wmuld be made better and wiser than 
they were. 

But, since the discoveries by scientists like Copernicus and 
Galileo, it was evident that men were able, by observation and 
experiment, to learn a great deal about the universe that had not 
been known or believed before. Many people were therefore begin- 
ning to ask disturbing questions. Was it true after all that the 
church and state had divine authority to direct the acts and thoughts 
of men? Might not the mind of man, regardless of authority, be 
able to discover for itself all the truth that could be known about 
the world and man’s place in it? These were some of the 
disturbing questions that many people were now beginning to 
ask. 

The popular books about Newton gave clear answers to these 
questions. According to the Newtonian philosophy, as these books 
explained it, it seemed as if God had said to mankind: have 

created an interesting world for you to learn about and to use. I 
have designed the world according to a rational plan; and I have 
given you a rational mind, capable of understanding that plan. 
That is all I can do, and you must make the best of it. By following 
reason and experience you may in time learn all about the universe 
and its laws and so in the end solve all your difficulties.” This is 
why people were eager to learn about the Newtonian philosophy: 
" It seemed to provide them with a democratic idea of the uni- 
verse, and made man the master of his own fate. It enabled them 
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to believe that men were capable, by means of reason, of indefi- 
nitely increasing knowledge. That this kind of knowledge might 
not be the only kind was not pointed out; but it was flattering to 
men’s vanity to believe that mankind, through its own efforts alone, 
was capable of making progress towards perfection. 

How ‘'the philosophers’^ applied Newton’s idea of a democratic 
universe to government and society. This idea that reason alone 
was sufficient was sure to have important consequences. If it got 
into the heads of ordinary men, it would be likely to weaken the 
power of kings and the authority of churches. You can easily see 
how this would be true; for if men thought that God had intended 
them to be guided by reason alone, they would be more inclined to 
question the right of governments and churches to rule them. Thus, 
for those who accepted the Newtonian philosophy, the idea that 
knowledge rested on reason led to the idea that political and religious 
authority should rest on consent. 

Many leading thinkers and writers of the eighteenth century 
accepted the Newtonian philosophy. For that reason perhaps 
they were often called " th^philosophers.” They were not pro- 
fessors of philosophy in colleges, or writers of books about meta- 
physics. They were mostly writers of plays, novels, histories, and 
popular books about science, religion and morality, education, 
economics, and politics. Through these books they spread among 
ordinary people the idea that man’s native powers alone could lead 
him to salvation, and on the basis of this idea they preached with 
zealous conviction the principles of freedom of thought, freedom of 
religion, and political freedom. 

The philosophers were not in agreement on all of these points, but 
on one point they were agreed. They agreed that truth was some- 
thing to be discovered by thinking; and therefore they all believed 
that men must be free to think. One of the most influential of the 
philosophers was the Frenchman, VoltaLe (1694-1778). His 
dramas, novels, histories, tracts, and letters fill ninety ordinary 
volumes. For fifty years, with all the resoi rces of a brilliant mind, 
he preached freedom of thought and denouiced cruelty and oppres- 
sion in all its forms. Above all others, Voltaire stands as the 
champion of reason and tolerance. 
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Wliy Voltaire went to England, and why he could not live in Paris 
when he returned. As a young man, Voltaire won a reputation in 
Paris for his pla3/s and the brilliance and wit of his conversation. 
But his biting wit often got him into trouble ; and on one occasion 
he offended the powerful Chevalier de Rohan. This eminent per- 
son, too proud to light a duel with 
a commoner, had his lackeys give 
Voltaire a beating in the street, 
and then used his influence to have 
him sent to the Bastille. By prom- 
ising to leave France, Voltaire ob- 
tained his freedom; and in 1726, 
at the age of thirty- two, he went 
to England, where he lived three 
years. 

In England Voltaire was free to 
say what he pleased, and no one 
gave him a beating for it, or sent 
him to prison. On the contrary 
he was treated with great consider- 
ation, and he w^as delighted with 
a country where there was so 
much freedom of speech, and where 
literary men and scientists were 
highly respected. In 1727 he at- 
tended the funeral of Newton and was amazed to see “ a professor 
of mathematics buried like a king.” While in England, Voltaire 
wrote a book called Letters on the English which was published 
there in 1733. In it he criticized the intolerance of the French 
government and church by praising the free institutions and cus- 
toms of England. “ The English, as a free people,” he said, ^^choose 
their own road to heaven.” There the nobles are great without 
insolence, and the people share in the government without dis- 
order.” 

In 1734, after he had returned to France, Voltaire’s on 

the English was published again, in his own country, and people 
read it with eagerness and delight. But such a book displeased 
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the government and the church, and it was ordered to be burned 
by the public hangman as ''scandalous, contrary to religion, to 
morals, and to respect for authority/' This was of course the best 
advertisement any book could have, and more people read the work 
after it was condemned than before. But in order to avoid the 
Bastille, Voltaire went to live with friends at the chateau of Cirey, 
in Lorraine, where he remained for fifteen years. Afterwards, 
since it was still unsafe to live in Paris, he built a fine house at 
Ferney, near Geneva. 

These experiences of Voltaire's made a deep impression on him. 
It was humiliating to think that only in foreign countries — in 
England, Holland, Prussia, or Switzerland — could a Frenchman 
say what he thought about religion and politics. Thus Voltaire 
came to have a passionate hatred of oppression, and all his life 
he made war on intolerance and persecution for opinion's sake. 
He did this both by his writings and by his acts. 

How Voltaire made war on intolerance by his writings. Besides 
his Leiiers on the English, Voltaire wrote plays which thousands of 
people saw at the theaters. He wrote amusing tales, such as 
Candide; books on science, such as The Philosophy of Newton; and 
all the time he wrote letters — thousands of letters — to all sorts 
of persons throughout Europe. Among his correspondents was 
Frederick the Great, whom he admired, visited, and quarreled with. 
In all of these works, sometimes with wit and humor, sometimes 
with burning indignation, Voltaire carried on an uncompromising 
crusade against intolerance. 

Voltaire was also a historian. One of his friends, Madame du 
Chatelet, said she could not read histories because they related a 
" mass of petty events without connection and without conse- 
quence— a thousand battles which decided nothing." But Vol- 
taire thought there was something worth learning from history. 
For Madame du Chitelet, and for other people like her, he therefore 
wrote a general history of the world from the earliest times. This 
work he called An Essay on the Manners and Spirit of Nations 
(1756). This was the greatest of Voltaire’s writings, and it had 
perhaps a greater influence than any other in spreading his ideas. 

But how could Voltaire, merely by relating the history of past 
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times, convince people that persecution and intolerance were unjust 
and useless? He did this chiefly by making it appear that the 
greatest advancement in knowledge and civilization occurred when 
there was greatest freedom of thought — that is, in the time of the 
Greeks and Romans, during the Renaissance, and in the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries — whereas in the Middle Ages, when the 
church had most powder and thought was most restricted, there was 
the greatest ignorance and wretchedness ; these were the “ Dark 
Ages/’ Voltaire painted the ancient world in brighter colors and 
the Middle Ages in darker colors than either deserved ; but for 
that very reason his history had a great influence in convincing 
people that the intolerance of the church was the great obstacle to 
enlightenment and progress. 

As Voltaire grew older his hatred of persecution in the name of 
religion increased. He was not an atheist, nor an enemy of reli- 
gion ; but he was an enemy of any and all religions that were op- 
posed to freedom of thought. Therefore he was a bitter enemy of 
the Catholic Church in France, which at that time used its great 
power to suppress other forms of religious belief. When Voltaire 
was about sixty-five years old he began to make frequent use of the 
word infdme CGnfamous thing”). Letter after letter to his 
friends he closed with the phrase, Ecraser V infdme! (^‘ Crush the 
infamous thing!”) To crush the ^‘infamous thing” became the 
chief mission of Voltaire in life. Although by the ” infamous thing” 
Voltaire meant the spirit of persecution, his opponents declared 
that he was misrepresenting and ridiculing the Catholic Church. 

How Voltaire made war on intolerance by Ms acts. In 1762 
Voltaire was sixty-eight years old, rich and famous, living in com- 
fort, and associating wdth the distinguished persons who came from 
all parts of Europe and America to do him honor. He might w^-ell 
have thought that his work was done. But instead of taking his 
ease, the famous old man now came voluntarily to the aid of certain 
obscure persons who had suffered unjust and cruel treatment. The 
most famous case of this sort was that of Jean Calas. 

Jean Calas was a Huguenot shopkeeper who had lived an honest 
and respectable life at Toulouse for forty years. One evening in 
October, 1761, his eldest son, Mark Anthony, committed suicide 
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by banging himself in his father’s shop. Someone started the 
rumor that Mark Anthony had been murdered by his father and 
brother in order to prevent him from turning Catholic. The rumor 
spread like wildfire, and Jean Galas and his son were tried for murder 
by the parlement of Toulouse. There was no evidence of murder. 
But the people and the magistrates were blinded by religious hatred 
of the Huguenots. The property of Galas was confiscated; his 
two daughters and one son were forced to embrace the monastic 
life; and Jean Galas himself was first tortured and then broken 
on the wheel — the most cruel punishment known to the law. 

Voltaire studied this case long and carefully. He became con- 
vinced that Galas was innocent. The cruel punishment of an 
innocent man, due solely to religious hatred, aroused him to a white 
heat of indignation, and he set himself to get the decision reversed. 
He printed a clear statement of the facts, had Madame Galas 
brought to Paris and cared for, and got all his friends to use their 
influence with the officials of the government. At last, after three 
years of hard work, the case of Galas was retried at Paris and the 
verdict was reversed. The children of Galas were given their free- 
dom, and Voltaire gave money and obtained money from friends 
for their necessities. The “ case of the Galas ’’ became famous 
throughout Europe, and nothing Voltaire ever did brought him 
more honor or admiration as the champion of human rights. 

By the close of his life Voltaire had conquered a realm more 
powerful than that of the king — the realm of public opinion. 
Neither church nor state now interfered with him. In 1778, fifty- 
fwo years after taking refuge in England, he returned in triumph 
to Paris. At the frontier of France the customs officers stopped his 
carriage to ask if it contained any contraband goods. “Nothing 
but myself,” Voltaire replied. He was allowed to pass. In Paris 
he was crowned and applauded at the theater and followed by 
admiring crowds in the street. It is said that 'one day a stranger 
asked an old woman, “Who is that man who is much followed by 
the people? ” The woman replied, “That is the saviour of Galas.” 

Voltaire’s great influence was due partly to his voluntary service 
in behalf of oppressed persons and partly to the fact that he lived 
long and wrote much. But it was due chiefly to the fact that every- 
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body read his works eagerly because they were so well written. 
No one ever wrote more simply, more clearly, or with greater live- 
liness and charm. His ninety volumes of argument, wit, ridicule, 
and irony did their work. When Voltaire died, in 1778, most of 
the people of France had ceased to believe in the divine right of 
state or church to govern the thoughts of men. 

III. New Ideas about the Rights oe Man and the Nature 
OF Government 

Why the French people admired the English form of govemnaent. 
P.eople who believe in freedom of thought usually believe also in 
freedom of government. By the end of the eighteenth century few 
people believed in the divine right of kings to govern as they pleased. 
This does not mean that many people believed that kings ought to 
be abolished or that all the people could be given an equal share in 
government. It means only that people had come to have a new 
idea about the nature of political authority. This new idea was 
that kings and rulers, instead of deriving their authority from the 
will of God, derived their authority from the will of the people — 
or at least of some of the people. 

One thing which made this new idea popular in France was the 
success of England under a constitutional government. In 1689 
most people in France thought the English were trying a dangerous 
experiment in giving so much power to Parliament and so many 
liberties to the people. (See Chapter III, p. 74,) But in the eight- 
eenth century the English people got on very well with this form of 
government. They defeated the French in three wars, took away 
their colonies, and became the leading colonial and commercial 
power in the world. After 1763 many Frenchmen therefore asked 
themselves this question : Why does England always defeat 
France in war? Would France not be more successful and better 
off if she had a government like that of England?’’ 

The writings of the philosophers did much to make them think so, 
Voltaire’s Letters on the English praised the free institutions of Eng- 
land, where the people share in the government without dis- 
order.” Rapin, a Huguenot in exile in England, wrote a History of 
England y which was widely read in France ; and most educated 
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Frenchmen, had read Delolme’s English Constitution. Above all, 
Montesquieu, in his famous book The Spirit of the Lows, praised 
the English government as a kind of ideal system. Through these 
books and a host of others, Frenchmen learned to think well of the 
English form of government and to desire the political liberties 
enjoyed by Englishmen. 

How John Locke devised a theory of government which the 
Americans and the French made use of. Few people like to be 
called “ rebels.” Therefore, when they engage in revolution they 
look around for a theory of government which will make their action 
seem right and meritorious. This is what the English did, in the 
seventeenth century, when they cut off the head of Charles I (1649) 
and later dethroned James II (1688). Of course if kings ruled by 
divine right, then the English were rebels against God as well as 
against the king. So English writers tried to find a theory of gov- 
ernment which would make it right for them to resist an autocratic 
king. Theories are not difficult to find, and the English found 
several. But the one which became popular in the eighteenth 
century w^as the theory of “ natural rights.” 

^ The theory of natural rights was well stated by John Locke, who 
'published in 1690 a work entitled Two Treatises of Governm ent. His 
object was to show that the English people had a right to dethrone 
James II in 1688. His theory of government may be stated briefly 
thus : (i) All men have certain natural rights — a right to life, to 
liberty, and to the possessions vrhich they acquire by their own 
labor. (2) God gave men reason in order that they may know 
what their natural rights are and in order that they may devise a 
government to protect them in these rights, (3) Men therefore 
owe obedience to the government they have established, as long 
as the government protects them in their rights. (4) When any 
government ceases to do this, the men who made it may destroy it. 
Thus Locke tried to prove that the English were not rebels against 
James, but that James' was a rebel against them. 

You can easily see that this is both a democratic theory and a 
revolutionary theory. It affirms that governments are made by 
men, for the protection of their natural rights, and may be over- 
turned when they cease to protect those rights. Any people wish- 



THE REVOLUTION IN MEN’S MINDS 


195 


ing to change their form of government would be glad to borrow so 
convenient a theory. In the eighteenth century Locke’s theory 
was borrowed by the Americans and the French. 

Locke’s essay on civil government w^as read by all the leaders in 
the American Revolution, and it furnished them with the theory 
by which they justified the revolt against England. Thomas 
Jefferson was especially familiar with Locke’s work, and he w^as 
simply repeating Locke’s ideas wjien he wrote in the Declaration of 
Independence : 

We hold these truths to be self-evident : that all men are created 
equal ; that they are endowed by their creator with certain unalien- 
able rights ; that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness ; that to secure these rights, governments are instituted 
among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the 
governed; that whenever any form of government becomes 
destructive of these ends, it is the right of the people to alter or to 
abolish it. 

Locke’s book had a great influence in France also. The phi- 
losophers, who accepted the Newtonian idea of natural law in the 
material world, found it easy to mccept the idea of natural rights 
in the world of human society and government. Natural law,” 
said Voltaire, is that which Nature teaches all men. . . . Human 
rights should be founded, in all cases, on the law of nature.” When 
the French people became dissatisfied with the autocratic govern- 
ment of the king, they found it easy to deny the theory of the divine 
right of kings and to replace it with the theory of the natural rights 
of man. 

The philosopher who had the greatest influence in making the 
natural rights theory popular in France was Jean Jacques Rousseau. 
Rousseau was a queer, unhappy person, at times on the verge of 
insanity. But insanity 'and genius are sometimes closely allied. 
Whether insane or inspired, the life and writings of Rousseau have 
had a profound influence on modern history; and therefore we 
need to know more about this mad genius than about many other 
far more normal and respectable people. 

How Rousseau lived as a vagabond for thirty-seven years and 
then suddenly discovered that he was a genius. Jean Jacques 
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Rousseau was born in Geneva, June 28, 1712. A few days later 
his mother died, and he was left to grow up without training or 
education. He learned a little Latin, something about engraving, 
something about music, much about trees and flowers, and more 
than was at all necessary about meanness and vice. He tried many 
occupations but was too restless and infirm of purpose to succeed 
in any. He drifted about from one place to another, without def- 
inite object, living in idleness and poverty. What he liked best 
was to do as he pleased from day to day, to wander in the woods, 
or to lie and dream of the fine things he would do if the world would 
only give him a chance. 

At the age of thirty-seven Rousseau was living in a dirty little 
hotel in Paris, so far a complete failure in life. During thirty-seven 
years of aimless and varied experience he had acquired certain 
fixed likes and dislikes. He liked to be alone a good deal, because 
he was not accustomed to society or at ease with strangers. He 
liked the country better than the city. He understood and sym- 
pathized with the poor and the ignorant and the unhappy but 
disliked the rich, the well-born, the cultivated and pretentious 
people of fine society. Never having submitted to restraint or 
discipline, he had a passionate dislike of any form of compulsion. 
He had, too, a settled feeling that something was wrong with the 
world because it did not give him the success or the happiness that 
he deserved. These likes and dislikes help to explain the ideas 
Rousseau set forth in his books. 

One day in 1749 Rousseau was walking to the prison of Vincennes 
to visit his friend Diderot, who was shut up there for writing Letters 
m the Blind jor the Use of Those Who See, In his hand he carried 
a copy of the Mercury of France; and as he walked along he read in 
that journal that a prize had been offered for the best essay on the 
subject, Has the Progress of Science and the Arts Contributed to the 
Corruption or the Purification of Morals? Rousseau tells us that 
this announcement suddenly filled his mind with the most brilliant 
ideas. The result was that he wrote an essay on the subject, 
which won the prize. In this essay he argued that when men lived 
a simple, primitive life, without cities, they were virtuous and 
happy ; but that with the increase of knowledge, the accumulation 
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of wealth, the growth of cities and the luxurious life of cities, people 
became corrupt and unhappy. 

The publication of this essay made Rousseau suddenly famous. 
Eminent philosophers sought his acquaintance. Idle, fashionable 
ladies, wanting a new excitement, came to his dirty little hotel to 
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visit him. Xo be rid of them he was rude and outspoken j but 
that only convinced them that here was a new kind of philosopher 
— an ''original;'’ a genius. Thus Rousseau discovered his one 
great talent — that of a writer of books containing original ideas. 
He found that if he merely set down the ideas that came into his 
head, instead of trying to think as other people did, other people 
would find his ideas original and interesting. Therefore Rousseau, 
having first gained fame by teaching that the progress of art cor- 
rupted morals, devoted himself to the art of writing great books. 
His great books, which were all written within a short time, 
were : The New Eelo'ise (1761) ; Emile (1762) ; The Social Contract 
(1762) ; and The Confessions (1782). 

How Rousseau taught that men would cease to do evil if no one 
tried to compel them to be good. In all of these works Rousseau 
taught that men are naturally good and that if they do evil, it is 
chiefly because the conditions in which they live make it impossible 
to do otherwise. This was Rousseau’s own experience. He felt 
that he himself was naturally good because he had good and kindly 
intentions toward everyone ; yet he knew, and confessed with the 
greatest frankness, that he often did evil. This he said was because 
his good intentions were thwarted by circumstances. Instead of 
blaming himself for his bad acts, he blamed " society ” — the bad 
conditions under which he was forced to live. So Rousseau rea- 
soned that all men had good intentions, like himself ; and he con- 
cluded that if the conditions in which men lived were what they 
should be, and might be, all men would do good deeds instead of 
evil deeds. 

What then was wrong with society? What were the bad condi- 
tions which made men do evil deeds ? These bad conditions were 
chiefly : (i) the unequal distribution of wealth, which enabled the 
few to live in idleness and luxury and compelled the many to toil 
constantly and live in poverty and wretchedness ; (2) the inequal- 
ity of rank and privilege which gave to a few an unfair advantage ; 
(3) a false system of education, which taught people to value rank, 
wealth, or social position more than talent, virtue, or service to 
others. These conditions Rousseau denounced in all his works. 
He taught that society was so organized that the few corrupt people 
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had ail the privileges and power, whereas the mass of the people, 
who were mostly simple, honest, kindly, and virtuous, lived in 
subjection and slavery. 

How were these bad conditions, this subjection of the virtuous 
many to the corrupt few, to be remedied ? First of all by establish- 
ing a just government. Rousseau^s ideas on government were 
presented in The Social Contract. That famous little book opens 
with the words, Men are born free, and are everywhere in chains. 

. . . How was this change made ? I do not know. What can 
make it legitimate ? I think I can answer that question.’’ In The 
Social Contract Rousseau tried to answer the question, WTiat is 
it that gives any government the right to make laws and compel 
people to obey them? ” Rousseau did not urge men to change 
their governments by force ; he urged them to change their ideas 
about the right of governments to use force. 

Rousseau followed Locke in thinking that all men have certain 
natural rights and liberties. This being so, he argued that no man 
could justly be deprived of his natural rights and liberties without 
his own consent. In society as it existed men had been deprived 
of their rights and liberties without their consent. In a justly 
organized society every man w^ould give up his right to act for him- 
self and agree to act only for the good of all. Thus each man 
would agree to be bound by the will of all ; and therefore no gov- 
ernment, whether monarchy or republic, would have a rightful 
authority over men unless it had been established by the consent 
of all the people. 

In this way Rousseau made out that governments derive their 
legitimate authority from the consent of the governed instead of 
from the will of God. Rousseau did not say that kings ought to 
be abolished. But he did say that ail men had the same natural 
rights ; that all the people had the right to establish whatever form 
of government they thought wise ; and that when they did establish 
such a government it would be possible to abolish those bad customs 
and institutions which made men wretched and to replace them by 
good customs and institutions which would make men happy. 

In 1762, after the publication of The Social Contract and Emile , 
Rousseau was forced to leave France. He lived for eight years in 
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exile. He became half mad from thinking that the world, including 
all his friends, had turned against him. Until the end of his life 
he fancied himself a hunted man and wandered about, living and 
dying in wretchedness. His Emile was condemned by the parie- 
ment of Paris in June, 1762 ; but during the next twenty-five years 
his works were read by everyone. Mallet du Pan says that in 
1788 he saw Marat reading The Social Contract and expounding its 
doctrines to an applauding crowd in the streets of Paris. No man 
did so much as this unhappy Jean Jacques Rousseau to convince 
people that they might all become happy by changing their political 
and social institutions. 

With all these new ideas about the rights of man and the nature 
of government, it would be strange if we could not find some new 
ideas about the rights of states and their relations. There were 
such ideas, and we must now see what they were. 

IV. New Ideas about the Rights of States and Their 
' Relations 

How the idea of Holy Church and Holy Empire gave way to the 
idea of international law and a league of nations. In the Middle 
Ages most of the people of Europe, except the Russians and the 
Turks, had the same religion and were united in the same church — 
the Holy Catholic Church. For this reason they thought that 
they ought all to live at peace under the guidance of one empire — 
the Holy Roman Empire. It is true that they fought among them- 
selves a good deal of the time, and that the Holy Roman Empire 
had little actual power outside of Germany, except sometimes in 
Italy. But nearly everyone thought that this was not as it should 
be. Since Europe made one Christian community, it was thought 
that all the peoples of Europe should live at peace under one Holy 
Empire and one Holy Church. This notion we may call the medi- 
eval idea of European unity. 

By the seventeenth century most people had come to see that 
this ideal was no longer a possibility. The Reformation had divided 
Europe into Catholic and Protestant countries; and at the same 
time there had arisen powerful states, such as England, France, 
Spain, and Sweden, whose rulers claimed that they were subject 
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neither to pope nor to emperor, but to God alone. Besides, in 
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries these states were con- 
stantly engaged in long and destructive wars with each other — 
wars far more destructive than those of the Middle Ages. The 
kings, having more power and more money, raised larger armies ; 
and these armies now fought with muskets and cannon instead of 
with swords, pikes, and bows and arrows. So people began to ask 
themselves, “ What is the good of all these destructive wars ? Must 
the disputes of states always be decided by force and violence? 
Since the peoples of Europe no longer have one church, and since 
the states of Europe cannot be united into one empire, is there not 
some other method of uniting them so that they may live in peace 
and friendship? ” 

By the seventeenth century men began to propose new answers 
to these questions. Since it seemed no longer possible to unite the 
peoples of Europe under a common religion, some men began to 
seek for a common law which might unite them. This was the 
beginning of modern international law. And since it seemed im- 
possible to unite the states of Europe under one empire, other men 
began to ask whether it would not be possible to unite them in a 
league or federation for certain purposes. This was the beginning 
of the modern idea of a league of nations. The medieval ideal of 
church and empire thus gave way to the modern ideal of law and 
federation. 

How Hugo Grotius tried to find the rights of war and peace in 
the law of nature. Hugo Grotius (1583-1645) was a learned 
Dutchman, who published in 1625 one of the most famous books 
ever written, which he called The Rights of War and Peace {De 
jure belli et pads). In the introduction to this book he tells us 
why he wrote it. I saw prevailing throughout the Christian 
world a license in making war which even barbarous nations would 
have been ashamed of, recourse being had to arms for slight reasons 
or for no reason ; and when arms were once taken up, all reverence 
for divine or human law was thrown away.” Besides, said Grotius, 
there are learned men who say that for a king, who has an empire 
to maintain, nothing is unjust which is useful,” and that in affairs 
of state he who has the might has the right. Grotius wrote his 
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book to prove that states, like individuals, were bound by rules of 
right and justice. He tried to prove that there was such a thing as 
international law, and that states were bound by this law. 

But where is this ^^international law’’ to be found? Grotius 
found it in the law of nature. All men, he said, belong by nature 
to one society — the society of the human race ; and as members 
of this society, all men are bound to act justly towards each other. 
Kings are independent of any human law, but like other men they 
are bound by nature to act justly towards each other. But how 
can we know what this natural law of just action is? This, said 
Grotius, we can discover by reason and experience. What action 
is just according to reason; and what action have the wise and 
learned in all ages agreed to regard as just? 

Well, for example, reason tells us that it is right for a person to 
defend himself against attack ; and all people in all ages have so* well 
agreed on this point that it has become a proverb : “ Self-preser- 
vation is the first law of nature.” Kings then must have the right 
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to defend their kingdoms against attack, because this right is 
according to reason and the judgment of mankind. In the same 
way Grotius argued that a king or a state has a natural right to 
punish another king or state for an injury which has been done, 
because this right is also according to reason and the judgment of 
mankind. These were the two rights of war which Grotius found — 
the right to wage war in self-defense, and the right to wage war to 
punish a state for an injury it had done. 

Grotius went on to establish in the same way the rules that states 
were bound to follow in carrying on a war once begun. He does 
not deny that states have a right to make war, but he says that 
states have a right to make only just wars and to carry them on 
only in a just and humane way, in so far as war can be so carried on. 
Other writers, notably Pufendorf and Vattel, wrote books on 
international law. The aim of these writers was much the same 
as that of Grotius — to find an international law which ought to 
be followed by states in their relations to each other. AU these 
books, and especially the book of Grotius, were widely read and 
greatly praised ; but the states of Europe continued to act very 
much as they had done before. They continued to wage unjust 
wars. They paid little attention to this international law w^hich 
ought to restrain them. 

What could be done about that? Was there any way of com- 
pelling them to act justly? Grotius has little to say about any 
practical methods of preventing unjust wars, but he does make 
one interesting suggestion. “ It would be useful,^’ he says, “ and 
indeed it is almost necessary, that certain congresses of Christian 
powers should be held, in which disputes among some of them may 
be decided by others who are not interested, and in which measures 
may be taken to compel the parties to accept peace on just 
terms.’’ Grotius had tried to find an international law; and in 
this statement he hints at an international government to enforce 
the law. 

Other men made much of this idea of an international government 
or federation of states. These schemes may be regarded as the 
ancestors of the League of Nations. Let us see what some of 
them were. 
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How Em eric Cmce invited all the rulers of the world to form a 
league of princes. In 1623 there was published at Paris a little 
book by Emeric Cruce, called The New Cyneas {Nouveau Cynee). 
If you wish to know why the book was called by this title, read the 
conversation between Cyneas and Pyrrhus in Plutarch’s Life of 
Pyrrhus. Cruce does not discuss the right ” of war ; he points 
out that war is destructive and inhumane and useless because it 
injures those who win as well as those who fail. He says : 

Human society is one body, of which all the members are in 
sympathy in such manner that it is impossible for the sickness 
[injury] of one not to be communicated to the others. Now this 
little book contains a universal policy, useful to all nations, and 
agreeable to those who have some light of reason and the sentiment 
of humanity. 

Cruce first discusses the cause of wars, showing that they arise 
from greed, jealousy, and ambition; and the effects of wars, show- 
ing that they are all harmful and none useful. Since this is so, 
and since everyone would be better off if there were no more wars, 
he proposes that all of the rulers of the world should be invited to 
send ambassadors to meet in a common assembly, perhaps in 
Venice. The Pope, he thinks, might invite all the Christian rulers, 
and the King of France might invite all the non-Christian rulers. 
This assembly might then act as a court to settle all disputes arising 
between states ; and it might be given authority by the rulers to 
compel states to accept its decisions. Thus war could easily be 
abolished if the rulers were willing to see it abolished. 

Many advantages, Cruce thought, would follow from the aboli- 
tion of war. If princes were no longer in danger of being attacked, 
their armies could be reduced, the soldiers could engage in useful 
occupations, taxes would be less, wealth would increase, and gov- 
ernments could devote themselves to the arts of peace instead of the 
art of war. If all nations lived at peace, they could all have the 
same money and the same weights and measures, and conunercial 
tariffs could be abolished. Thus the intercourse of the peoples of 
the world with each other would be increased, mutual fear and re- 
ligious hatred would disappear, and all would learn that friendship 
and charity are better roads to happiness than jealousy and conflict. 
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Cruce was an obscure scholar, and his humane little book was 
almost unknown in his day. Being a wise man, he scarcely expected 
that many people would heed what 
he said. His book, he said, 

perhaps will be useless. I have wished, 
nevertheless, to leave this testimony 
to posterity. If it serves nothing, 
patience. It is a small matter to lose 
paper and words. I have said and 
done what was possible for the public 
good, and some few who read this 
little book will be grateful to me for 
it, and will honor me, as I hope, with 
their remembrance. 

He had to wait nearly three hundred 
years for this grateful remembrance. 

How a duke, a Quaker, and a priest 
each devised a plan for a league of 
states. In the seventeenth century 
the most famous plan for a federation 
of Europe was known as the Grand 
Design of Henry IV. It was not 
written by Henry IV, but by Henry’s 
minister, the Duke of Sully. Sully 
proposed to reduce all the states of 
Europe to fifteen — six hereditary monarchies, six elective mon- 
archies, and three federated republics. The territorial limits of 
these states were then to be fixed in such a way as to satisfy 
everyone as much as possible. This having been done, he thought 
they might all agree to recognize the right of each country touts 
territory, its religion, and its form of government. Then he pro- 
posed that they should unite to establish a common assembly, with 
six minor councils, for settling such disputes as might arise among 
them. For enforcing these arrangements there was to be a common 
European army for which each state would contribute men and 
money in proportion to its population and wealth. 

Another scheme was devised by William Penn, the founder of 
Pennsylvania, who in 1693 published a short Essay towards the. 
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Pfcsefit dfid FuiuTS Pecicc of Rut ope, Penn^s essay was not read 
by many people ; but towards the close of the long and disastrous 
War of the Spanish Succession a French priest, the Abbe Saint- 
Pierre, published a scheme for abolishing war which was often 
reprinted and much talked about in the eighteenth century. The 
Abbe Saint-Pierre was a busy, absent-minded man, whom every- 
one laughs at, but who is himself serious and never laughs.’^ He 
had a passion for improving everything and everybody, and so he 
wrote project after project — Project for Making the Roads 
Passable in Winter,” “ Project for Reforming Beggars,” “ Project 
for Making Dukes and Peers Useful,” etc. One day it occurred 
to him that it would be well to abolish war. The idea, he says, 
“ struck me with astonishment by its great beauty. It has oc- 
cupied all my attention for fifteen days. ... I betook myself 
with ardor and joy to the greatest enterprise that could come from 
the human mind.” The result was his Project for Making Peace 
Perpetual. 

Saint-Pierre’s idea was that the twenty-four states of Europe, 
great and small, including Russia but not Turkey, should form a 
perpetual union, in order to preserve peace in Europe. To remove 
the chief causes of war, Saint-Pierre proposed to fix once for all the 
form of government and the territorial boundaries of all the states. 
It would be the duty of the federal government to protect each 
ruler against insurrections from within and against conquest from 
■without. To prevent commercial and colonial wars, the limits of 
the colonies of the different states were to be likewise fixed, and 
there was to be a commercial code in which the tariffs and trade 
law^s “ may be equal and reciprocal towards ail nations.” Such 
disputes as might still arise would be referred to the federal govern- 
ment for arbitration and settlement. If, in spite of all these pre- 
cautions, any ruler attempted to make any war not authorized 
by the federal government, he should be declared an enemy of 
European society,” and all the other powers would then make war 
on him to compel him to keep the peace. 

How the philosophers of the eighteenth century ridiculed Saint- 
Pierre, denounced war, and hoped for peace. The good Abbe’s 
Project for Making Peace Perpetual was first published in 1713, 
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and several times thereafter. It was familiar to the philosophers, 
and Rousseau wrote a brief summary of it, together with his own 
comments. The philosophers desired peace, but none of them 
thought that the Abbe Saint-Pierre’s scheme would work. They 
thought that wars were made by rulers to gratify their ambitions. 
How then, they said, can you expect kings to stop making war, 
when they are the very persons who benefit by it? Is there a 
single sovereign in the world,” Rousseau asked, who will agree to a 
project which “ forces him to be just, not only with foreigners, but 
even with his own subjects? ” The Abbe’s Project, Voltaire said 
was an excellent scheme, incapable of execution.” 

Nevertheless, throughout the eighteenth century, the philosophers 
passionately denounced war as inhuman and worse than useless. 
‘‘ It is absurd,” said Voltaire, that nations should perish because 
. . . princes have reasoned badly. Let them [the rulers] fight out 
their quarrels in a closed field if they please ; but that an entire 
people should be sacrificed to their interests, that is the horrible 
part.” The philosophers hoped to abolish war too; but they did 
not think it could be done by a league of states or of rulers. They 
thought that war would disappear only when people became en- 
lightened. They thought that gradually, with the progress of 
knowledge, people would become intelligent enough to establish 
just governments, and that just governments would be wise enough 
to see that war is a foolish way to settle disputes. 

We have now reached the end of a long chapter. In this chapter 
we have seen how people were coming to have ne^w ideas about 
many things. The philosophers had taught them to believe that 
the mind of man, if left free to think, could increase knowledge 
indefinitely, and that, with the increase of knowledge, government 
and social institutions could be made more just and humane. 
These new ideas, which are to be found in the writings of the phi- 
losophers, were all systematized and presented in the famous Ency- 
clopaedia (UEncyclopedie) edited and carried through with much 
difficulty by Denis Diderot, and published between 1751 and 1772. 
This great work, to which most of the philosophers contributed, 
contains many illustrations, some of which are reproduced in this 
book. Thus the minds of the people were prepared for social and 
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political changes. Neither the people nor the philosophers expected 
such changes to come (nor did they wish them to come) through 
revolution and war, accompanied with hatred and cruelty and the 
shedding of blood. Yet that is how they did in fact come. We 
must now study the great French Revolution which brought about 
many of the changes which the philosophers desired, but in other 
ways than the philosophers had intended. 

QUESTIONS 

1. Mention some ways in which modern life has been affected by 
recent scientific discoveries. What was the new idea of nature which 
became popular in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries? In what 
way was this new idea the basis of modern science and invention? 

2. What is the “ Copernican theory’^ of the solar system? When 
did Galileo live? How did he discover the law of the pendulum? the 
law of failing bodies? How did he get into trouble with the church 
authorities ? 

3. How did Newton discover the nature of light? What is meant 
by the universal law of gravitation How did Newton discover this 
law? Why were people in the eighteenth century so much interested 
in the “ Newtonian philosophy ” ? 

4. Who were the philosophers ”? Why did Voltaire’s writings 
have such an influence upon the people of his time ? What were some 
of his writings? What does he stand for in the history of thought? 

5. What new ideas about government became popular in the 
eighteenth century? How did John Locke justify the English Revo- 
lution of 1688? What is meant by sa3dng that government rests on 

natural rights”? How did this theory differ from that held by 
James I and Louis XIV? How did the ideas of Locke influence the 
history of the United States? of France? 

6. How did Rousseau’s early life influence his ideas? What did he 
mean by saying that men are born free, and are everywhere in chains ” ? 
by saying that man is naturally good ; it is society that corrupts him ” ? 
What are the principal ideas of his Social Contract? How did The 
Social Contract support the doctrine of sovereignty of the people”? 

7. What was the medieval idea of European unity? 'V^y did this 
ideal cease to be practicable in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries? 
What idea of European unity has prevailed since the seventeenth cen- 
tury? What did Grotius mean by saying that states, although sover- 
eign and independent, were subject to the law of nature and reason? 
How did Emeric Cruc6 propose to abolish war? How did his scheme 
for abolishing war differ from the scheme of Sully and of Abb6 Saint- 
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Pierre? How did these schemes of the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries differ from the present League of Nations? 

8- What is meant by saying that “the Revolution was accomplished 
in men’s minds before they made it the work of their hands”? 
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C HAPTER VIII. HOW THE FRENCH PEOPLE STARTED 
OUT TO MAKE A SMALL REVOLUTION AND ENDED BY 
MAKING A GREAT ONE 

Liberty consists in the power to do anything that does not injure others. 

Declaration of the Rights of Man 

What everyone knows about the French Revolution. The 
English historian, Lord Macaulay, said that he found it useful, 
before reading a book on any subject, to recall what he already knew 
about that subject. We may well follow his example. What do 
we know about the French Revolution? What does everybody 
know ’’ about the French Revolution? 

Well, everyone knows that Louis XVI and Marie Antoinette 
were the ill-fated sovereigns of those troubled times, Louis was a 
shy, well-meaning man, who liked to hunt better than to occupy 
himself with affairs of state. When asked whether the Estates 
General should meet at Paris or Versailles he is reported to have 
said, At Versailles, on account of the hunting. ’’ Marie Antoinette 
was an Austrian princess who came to France as a young girl. 
Beautiful and gracious, she w^as at first admired by the people, but 
the gaiety and extravagance of her life at court soon made her 
unpopular. She became involved in the famous Diamond 
Necklace Affair,” a sordid intrigue which reads like a modern 
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detective story. On account of her extravagance she became pop^ 
ularly known as Madame Deficit ; and everyone has heard how, on 
being told that the people lacked bread, she said, Why don’t they 
eat cake? ” So at the outbreak of the Revolution the people of 
Paris had lost their admiration for the fat king who liked to hunt and 
for the beautiful queen who amused herself in the splendid palace at 
Versailles. 

Perhaps everyone has heard also of the other great personalities 
of the Revolution. There was Mirabeau, a noble who espoused the 
people’s cause — Mirabeau, the great orator who defied the king 
and swayed the National Assembly by his passionate eloquence. 
There was the Abbe Sieyes, a member of the privileged clerical 
order, who wrote the famous pamphlet entitled, What is the Third 
Estate? and answered the question by saying, Hitherto it has 
been nothing ; henceforth it will be everything.” Afterwards asked 
what he did during the Revolution he, is reported to have said, I 
lived through it.” There was Danton, a rough-faced man with 
tousled hair, w^ho needed only a sash and dirk, and a red kerchief 
round his head, to be taken for a pirate — the Tribune of the 
People,” who boasted that he had ^^made the insurrection of 
August 10 ” which ended the monarchy, and at his trial regretted 
that he had organized the Revolutionary Tribunal which con- 
demned him to the guillotine. And there was Robespierre — 

“ Robespierre the Incorruptible.” — a precise, humorless man 
with a thin face and sharp nose, with a mind like “ pale ale,” who 
preached the new gospel of the Reign of Virtue and the Reign of 
Terror.” 

Above all, everyone knows that the Bastille was taken on July 
14 — a day which the.French people now celebrate as the anniver- 
sary of their liberty, just as we celebrate the 4th of July as the 
anniversary of our independence. Everyone knows that the nobles 
and the clergy lost their privileges ; that Louis XVI lost his throne 
and his life ; that during the Reign of Terror hundreds of people, 
including Marie Antoinette, had their heads cut off by the guillotine. 
These things everybody surely knows already. What everyone 
needs to know is why these events occurred and how they were 
connected ; and in learning why they OGCurred and how they were 
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connected, we shall perhaps learn some other things even better 
worth knowing. 

How the Estates General was called together in 1789 in order to 
help the king pay his debts. Revolutions are not likely to occur 
unless a great many people are discontented with the existing 
system of government and society and have some ideas about how 

things can be improved. This was 
particularly true of the French Revo- 
lution. The great majority of the 
people had good reason to be dissatis- 
fied (see Chapter VI), and the philoso- 
phers had filled the heads of people 
•with new ideas about the rights of 
man and the duties of governments 
(see Chapter VII). This discontent 
and these new ideas may therefore be 
called the fundamental causes of the 
Revolution ; they were the influences 
that made it what it was. 

But great revolutions are com- 
monly started by some particular 
circumstance or event which acts like 
a spark of fire falling into a barrel of 
powder. (I^The particular circums tance 
which started the French Reypliition 

Poor 


Louis XVI (1754-1793) 

The king was about twenty-one 
when this engraving was made. 


was the- king’s need of mon e y . 

King Louis xyi, when he came to the 
throne in 1774, inherited a large debt, 
some of which had been contracted by Louis XIV to pay for his 
disastrous wars, and some by Louis XV to pay for his disastrous 
wars. It was difficult to pay off this debt because every year the 
expenses of the government were greater than the annual revenue 
from the taxes. People are often glad to see a new king on the 
throne, because they hope he will do better than the old one. The 
French people therefore rejoiced when Louis XVI ascended the 
throne. They thought him a good young man; and when he 
appointed the famous philosopher Turgot as his minister, many 
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people thought that the financial difficulties of the government 
would be ended. 

Turgot showed the young king how he could easily solve his 
money difficulties. Your tax collectors, he said, are corrupt, and 
put much money into their own pockets. Your court at Versailles 
is too expensive; there are too many useless officials there and 
too many idle nobles. Besides, the nobles and the clergy, who 
possess twO“fifths of the land of France, ought to pay taxes like 
other people. Then, too, the country would be more prosperous and 
better able to pay taxes if industry were open to all men Instead of 
being a monopoly of the guilds, and if commerce, instead of being 
hampered by tariffs, were entirely free. Within tw'o years Turgot 
abolished the guilds, the grain tariff, and the corme^ -which was a tax 
in labor obliging the peasants to work on the king s highways. 
He cut down the expenses of the court, increased the revenue, and 
began to pay the debt. If the king had stood by Turgot there might 
have been a reformation of France without a revolution. But 
of course the nobles, the clergy, the useless officials of the court, 
and the queen who liked to have money to spend, all combined 
against Turgot. The king, who -was a good man but a weak one, 
could not withstand all this pressure. So in 1776 Turgot w^as dis- 
missed and his reforms came to nothing. 

Two years later (1778), the king made an alliance with the 
Americans, and in support of the war against England he had to 
borrow more money. After the American w^ar he kept on borrow^- 
ing, so that in 1787 the poor king w^as at the end of his tether. The 
treasury was empty, and no one would lend the bankrupt govern- 
ment anything more. So the king asked the nobles and clergy 
to pay taxes like other people. The nobles and clergy refused and 
complained of the extravagance of the ministers. Not knowing 
what else to do, the king issued a decree lev}ing new taxes, including 
a land tax and a stamp tax. 

Such decrees had to be “ registered ” by the parlements. The 
parlement of Paris refused to register the new decrees. The judges 
said they had no authority to grant new taxes. Perhaps the judges 
had been reading Rousseau’s Social Contract, which proclaimed the 
new theory that the authority of government is derived from the 
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coRseiit of the gowrned. At all events, the judges declared that 
the new taxes could be authorized only by the French people ; and 
they therefore asked the king" to ’call together' the old Estates 
General. The Estates General was somewhat like the English 
Parliament. It had been established about the beginning of the 
fourteenth century, and was composed of representatives from the 
three estates — the nobles, the clergy, and the Third Estate. 
During the next three centuries the kings had sometimes summoned 
this body to assist them. But the Estates General had never met 
regularly or secured any right of legislation, as the English Parlia- 
ment had done. Since 1614 it had indeed never been assembled 
for any purpose. The judges in the parlement now asked the 
king to revive this old institution. The Estates General, they said, 
since it represented the nation, would have authority to grant new 
taxes. 

The king tried to force the parlement to register his decrees. 
But people everywhere sided with the parlement and demanded the 
calling of the Estates General. The king was forced to yield; 
and in August, 1788, he therefore summoned the Estates General to 
meet in May, 1789, in order to say what should be done about the 
debt and the taxes. 

Why the people forgot about the taxes and began to talk about a 
constitution. There was much excitement and rejoicing when it 
was learned that the king had invited the people to elect represent- 
atives to the Estates General. Everywhere people were asking. 

What shall we instruct our representatives to do when the Estates 
General assembles? ’’ Hundreds of pamphlets were written, and 
when the people voted for representa^^^ they also drew up written 
documents, called ruAzm, for the latter ^s^guTdanceT'^^^^ the 

pamphlets and the cahiers we know why the people of France were 
dissatisfied with the existing government and what they expected 
the Estates General to do when it assembled in May, 1 7 89. 

, TThe peasants, were .dissatisfied^because they had to pay rents 
•for the farms which they fe^helonged to therh, and perform vari- 
ous services for the noldes.^he nobles were dissatisfied because 
they had less influence than formerly, and because the king sold 
titles of nobiUty to so many rich capitalists and merchants who were 
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now more powerful than the old noble families/ . The bishops were 
dissatisfied because for a long time the king had been depriving the 
church of its privileges and confiscating its property. But the 
.most dissatisfied people of all were the educated and well-to-do 
middle-class people. They had been reading Voltaire, and Montes- 
quieu, and Rousseau, and many other philosophers.” They no 
longer believed in the divine right 
of kings, or in the sacred character 
of bishops, or in the superior merit of 
nobles., Are 'we not as intelligent 
and as worthy as the nobles and 
bishops who look dowm upon us as 
inferiors? Why should not we, who 
work hard and live virtuously, have 
the same rights as frivolous nobles 
and idle priests? ” The middle class 
had long asked and answered these 
questions. 

Thus each class had some grievance 
of its own. But there was one griev- 
ance which all classes had in common. 

All classes — at least all educated 
people — felt that France was badly 
governed. France was no longer, as 
in the great days of Louis XIV, feared 
and envied by all Europe. In all the wars of the last fifty years, 
with the exception of the American war, France had been 
losing power and prestige. Prussia and Russia had risen to be 
great powers ; and above all, England had conquered India and 
America at the expense of France. Why was this ? People began 
to think it must be because France was badly governed. Since 
England always defeated France, it must be because a constitutional 
government, such as England had, w’^as more efficient than an 
autocratic government such as France had. So nobles, clergy, and 
middle class alike were beginning to think that France would be 
better governed if the people had some share in making the 
laws. - ■ ■ 



Popular Cartoon, 1789 

The peasant is carrying the no- 
bility and the clergy on his 
back. The rabbits are eating 
his crops, but he is not allowed 
to kill game. 
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This belief was strengthened by the American Revolution. The 
French people sympathized with the Americans and helped them to 
win their independence. Lafayette and many other Frenchmen 
went to America to fight under General Washington, and they 
returned to France with many good things to say about Americans 
and about the liberty and equality which prevailed in the New 
World, When Lafayette returned to France, he brought with 
him a copy of the Declaration of Independence, which he had 
framed and hung up in his house in Paris. Beside it he left a vacant 
space ; and when his friends asked him what the vacant space was 
for, he said that he was waiting for the time when France should 
have a declaration of rights, which he would then place beside the 
American Declaration of Independence. 

Thus it happened that when the Estates General met on May 5, 
1789, the French people had almost forgotten about the debt and 
the taxes. They were all talking about the constitution which 
France ought to have ; and they looked forward to the Estates 
General with enthusiasm, because they expected the Estates Gen- 
eral to adopt a constitution. They all agreed that the laws ought 
to be made, not by the king alone, but by the king with the 
consent of a legislative assembly elected by the people. 

On this point the clergy, nobles, and Third Estate were all agreed ; 
but on one important point they were not agreed. The nobles and 
clergy wished this legislative assembly to be so elected and organ- 
ized that the nobles and clergy would be able to make the laws ; 
the middle-class deputies wished it to be so elected and organized 
that the middle-class people would be able to make the laws. As 
soon as the Estates General met, the members began to quarrel 
over this question. 

Why the members of the Estates General took a long time 
deciding whether they should sit in three rooms or in one. There 
were 1214 members of the Estates General — 308 chosen by the 
clergy, 285 chosen by the nobles, and 621 chosen by the common 
people or Third Estate. In previous meetings of the Estates 
General it had been the custom for each of the three estates to sit 
and to vote in a room by itself. The nobles and clergy wished to 
follow this old practice. But the deputies of the Third Estate 
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Costumes Prescribed for the Deputies to the Estates General 
Clergy (left), nobility (center), Third Estate (right). 

wished to adopt a new practice — they wished the 1214 deputies all 
to sit in one room and vote as one assembly. 

This dispute, which lasted for eight weeks, %vas more important 
than you might think. If the Estates General sat as three separate 
assemblies, then no measure could be adopted unless it were ap- 
proved by a majority of the deputies of each of the three estates ; 
and so the clergy alone, or the nobles alone, could prevent the 
adoption of any reform which deprived them of any of their privi- 
leges. But if the Estates General sat as a single assembly, measures 
would be decided by a simple majority of the whole body, and in 
that case the deputies of the common people, being more numerous 
than the deputies of the nobles and clergy combined, would have a 
better chance to adopt such reforms as they desired, even if the 
nobles and clergy were opposed to them. 

So the quarrel went on week after week, and nothing was done 
about making a constitution. The deputies of the common people 
began to suspect that the king and the nobles and clergy were not 
much interested in a constitution. They suspected that the king 
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would side with the nobles and clergy, and that the nobles and 
clergy would be willing to have the king dissolve the Estates General 
rather than allow it to be controlled by the deputies of the Third 
Estate. On June 17 the Third Estate therefore passed a momen- 
tous resolution. They declared that, since they represented 96 

per cent of the French people, they 
alone were competent to make a 
constitution. They declared them- 
selves alone to be a National As- 
sembly of the French Nation. They 
declared that they had been elected 
by the French people to make a 
constitution, and that they would 
proceed to make one, whether the 
nobles and clergy joined them in 
•that business or not. 

This was a new idea, and the 
whole Revolution is contained in it. 
It was as much as to say that there 
was only one class of citizens in 
France, and that a noble or a 
bishop was of no greater impor- 
lySg. He was a very effective ex- tance than any other person. Such 

temporaneous orator and the most ^ high-handed resolution could not 
notable popular leader during the , ^ _ 

first two years of the Revolution. allowed to pass unnoticed ; and 

so, on June 23, the king assembled 
all the deputies in royal session in order to hear his decision. He 
declared that the resolution of the Third Estate was null and void, 
and he ordered the three estates to sit separately for the decision of 
all important matters. But the king had delayed too long. On 
June 24 more than half of the clerical deputies (parish priests, who 
sympathized with the common people) deserted their feUows and 
joined the Third Estate. On June 25 forty-seven nobles followed 
their example. Encouraged by this support, and inspired by the 
eloquence of their leader, Mirabeau, the Third Estate paid no 
attention to the king’s decision. Again the king yielded. “ Oh, 
well, confound it, let them stick where they are ! ” he is reported to 
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From a painting by Boze. Mira- 
beau was a noble, but w^as chosen 
to represent the Third Estate in 
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have said, and so he ordered the deputies all to sit as a single body. 
Thus the Estates General came to an end, and was replaced by the 
National Assembly. 

Most people supposed that it would take the National Assembly 
no more than three or four months to make the constitution, and 
that then it would dissolve and the revolution ” would be ended. 
But the National Assembly sat for more than two years, and it 
did much more than make a political constitution ; it made a pretty 
complete overturning of all the old institutions of France. We 
must now see why it was that the National Assembly, which began 
with the intention of making a small revolution, ended by making a 
great one. 

Why the people of Paris got excited and destroyed the Bastille* 
One reason why the National Assembly made a great revolution in 
the end was because the king tried to suppress the little one wdiich it 
had begun. The poor king, left to himself, would probably have 
done nothing. But he was not left to himself. The king’s brothers, 
and the queen, and many nobles and bishops w^ere now much 
alarmed for fear that the National Assembly, being controlled by 
the deputies of the common people, would deprive the king of his 
powers and the nobles and clergy of their privileges. They there- 
fore urged the king to make use of the army to overawe the city 
of Paris, dissolve the National Assembly, and so end the Revolution 
before it went any farther. The king yielded to this bad advice. 
He gradually gathered about 30,000 soldiers in and around Paris ; 
and on July ii he dismissed his minister Necker and certain other 
ministers who opposed his plan. 

As soon as the people of Paris heard that Necker was dismissed, 
they rose in insurrection. Food was scarce in the city, and the 
idle, ragged crowds in the streets were easily stirred by Camille 
Desmoulins, a young orator who made a fiery speech in the gardens 
of the Palais Royal urging the people to resist the soldiers. The 
hungry people needed little urging. Joined by many of the king’s 
soldiers who were friendly to them, they pillaged the bakeries and 
the wine shops. They broke into the City Hall, where they found 
guns and powder. Joined by many respectable middle-class peo- 
ple, they turned to the Bastille, an ancient royal prison which in 




The Fall of the Bastille 

From a drawing by Prieur. Note the various sorts of weapons carried by the 
people. The entrance by way of the drawbridge has been forced and cannon 
are being brought up. 

their eyes was the very symbol of tyranny and oppression, and 
which was supposed to contain arms and ammunition. So on the 
famous 14th of July (i 789), the people attacked the Bastille. After 
a feeble resistance the governor surrendered, seven astonished 
prisoners were liberated, and the people began the joyous task of 
demolishing the thick walls of the hateful dungeon. 

I The king made no serious effort to suppress the insurrection, per- 

haps because neither the officers nor the soldiers were willing to 
fire on the people. But the well-to-do citizens of Paris were as much 
alarmed at the lawlessness of the mob as they were at the presence 
of the king’s soldiers. They did not enjoy having their shops 
pillaged or the windows of their houses broken. So they quickly 
organized a government of their own for the city of Paris, supported 
by a citizen militia called the National Guard. Lafayette was 
made commander of the National Guard, and the astronomer 
Bailly was made Mayor of Paris. Thus through the establishment 
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of the Commune^ as the new municipal government was caliedj the 
middie-class people of Paris were in a position to preserve order 
against the mob and also to defend the city against the king’s troops. 

Once more the weak king yielded. On July 15 he promised the 
National Assembly to remove the troops ; and two days later became 
from Versailles to Paris, rode down between the silent ranks of the 
National Guard, and gave his approval to the new city government. 
Someone handed him a little knot of ribbon, such as all the people 
were wearing. It was the famous tricolor — red, white, and blue — 
which had been adopted during the insurrection as a revolutionary 
emblem. With this symbol of defeat stuck in his hat, Louis XVI 
returned to Versailles amidst the cries of the people, Long live 
the king 1 ” However long he might live, the days when a king of 
France could rule by divine right ” were over. 

How the peasants became impatient and made a revolution of 
their own.' Paris was not the only place of insurrection. All 
through central and northern France the peasants were making a 
revolution of their own. When the peasants voted for representa- 
tives to the Estates General they asked for one thing — to be freed 
from the feudal dues, the rents and taxes which they paid to the 
nobles for their land. The peasants cared nothing for political 
reform. They were not interested in a constitution. But the 
deputies of the Third Estate were mostly lawyers and business men, 
who were interested only in political reform, and cared little about 
the feudal dues. They had almost forgotten the peasants and their 
grievances. 

The peasants did not wish to be forgotten ; and as the National 
Assembly sat week after week without doing anything for them, 
they began to take matters into their own hands. In July occurred 
what is known as the Great Fear.” A curious rumor spread 
rapidly through the country. In village after village the cry would 
be raised, “ The brigands are coming 1 ” Then the peasants would 
arm themselves with whatever came handy — pikes, scythes, pitch- 
forks, axes. If no brigands appeared, the peasants, being armed, 
made war on something far more hateful than brigands. They 
went to the castle of their lord or seigneur and asked him to give up 
the deeds and contracts which bound them to pay the rents and 
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services for their land. If the seigneur gave up the deeds and con- 
tracts, the peasants destroyed them. If he resisted, they tried to 
break into the castle, and often, in order to destroy the hated 
documents, demolished it, just as the people of Paris had demolished 
the Bastille. From this time on, whether the deeds and contracts 
were destroyed or not, the peasants refused to pay the feudal dues 
and resisted ail attempts to compel them to do so. 

How the National Assembly spent the night of August 4 making 
good resolutions which it took them two years to carry into effect 
While the peasant insurrections were going on, the National 
Assembly was sitting at Versailles discussing the new constitution. 
But at last the reports of the peasant disorders became so alarm- 
ing that something had to be done. So the National Assembly 
appointed a committee to gather information and report. The 
committee reported on August 3. It told the Assembly that the 
peasants were everywhere burning and destroying property ; that 
the king’s of&cers were helpless ; and that the National Assembly 
ought to do something to suppress the peasants and restore order. 
The Assembly therefore decided that it would for the moment stop 
discussing the constitution and discuss the peasant insurrection. 
It decided to take up the report of the committee the very next 
day — August 4. 

The nobles in the National Assembly were more interested in 
the doings of the peasants than anyone else was, for if the peasants 
did not pay the feudal dues the nobles would lose most of their 
incomes. Some of the nobles, talking the matter over among 
themselves, thought that if they volunteered to give up some of the 
feudal dues, perhaps the peasants might be persuaded to go on 
paying the others. Therefore, when the Assembly met on the 
evening of August 4, the Duke of Aiguillon, one of the largest 
landowners in France, got up and made a short speech. He said 
that the peasants had a real grievance, and that something should 
be done for them. He therefore proposed : (i) that the nobles 
and clergy should pay their share of taxes to the king ; (2) that 
the peasants should no longer be required to perform the personal 
services for their seigneurs; (3) that the peasants should go on 
paying the rents for a term of years, when these also should cease. 
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This proposal was received with no great enthusiasm, A deputy 
of the Third Estate, Dupont de Nemours, said that the peasant 
uprisings ought to be put down before any concessions were made to 
them. Finally, an obscure deputy, *Guen de Kerengal, made a 
rousing speech on behalf of the peasants, picturing their misery, and 
calling on the privileged classes to 
make sacrifices for the welfare of all. 

When he sat down, so we are told, 

‘^enthusiasm seized all hearts.” Car- 
ried away by this enthusiasm, deputy 
after deputy arose, and on the spur 
of the moment moved to abolish some 
privilege or abuse. At last, in the 
small hours of the morning, the secre- 
tary passed to the president of the 
Assembly a slip of paper on which he 
had written: “Adjourn the session; 
everyone has lost his head.” And so, 
after proclaiming Louis XVI “ Re- 
storer of French Liberty,” the famous 
session of the night of August 4, 1 789, 
came to an end. 

During this one famous night the 
National Assembly had voted to 
abolish the feudal dues, the hunting 
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Represents the triumph of the 
peasant after the abolition of 
the feudal dues. The peasant 
is riding the noble. On his 
sword is written: “Full of 
courage.” It supports a rabbit 
which he has killed. The tag 


rights, the sale of public offices, the hanging from his pocket says: 

church tithes, the privileges of the concord.” The 

, - , , / , ... clergyman carries a scales, one 

nobles and clergy in respect to taxa- wdiich is weighted by 

tion — in fact most of the privileges “Equality and liberty,” the 
of the upper classes. “Just like our the 

Frenchmen,” said Mirabeau. “They 

spend an entire month wrangling over syllables, and in a night over- 
turn the whole of the ancient order of the kingdom ! ” But this 
overturning was as yet only decreed on paper. The decrees of 
August 4 constituted only a kind of program of reform which it 
took the National Assembly two years to carry into effect. 

Thus it happened that the National Assembly, starting out to 
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make only a poiiticai revolution, ended by making also an economic 
and social revolution, and a religious revolution. We shall now 
take up each of these revolutions in turn ; and first the political 
revolution. 

The political revolution: The Declaration of Rights and the 
Constitution of 1791. After the 4th of August the National 
Assembly took up again the business of making a constitution. 
The main features of the constitution were soon determined, but it 
was not completed or proclaimed until September, 1791 (see p. 235). 
For this reason the first French constitution is called the Con- 
stitution of 1791. 

Prefijsed to this constitution is a short document known as the 
Declaration of the Rights of Man. This document has the same 
importance for French history that our Declaration of Independence 
has for our history. Both documents proclaimed those principles 
of natural rights which Locke and Rousseau had defined ; and for 
half a century or more these principles provided a kind of gospel for 
many people in many lands who were trying to win political freedom 
by revolution. It is worth while to learn the essential parts of these 
two documents, since they have had so great an influence in modern 
history. 

In the Declaration of Independence the theory of natural rights is 
expressed thus : 

We hold these truths to be self-evident ; that all men are created 
equal ; that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalien- 
able rights ; that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness ; that to secure these rights, governments are instituted 
among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the 
governed ; that whenever any form of government becomes destruc- 
tive of these ends, it is the right of the people to alter or to abolish it, 
and to institute new government, laying its foundations on such 
principles and organizing its powers in such form as to them shall 
seem most likely to effect their safety and happiness. 

In the French Declaration of the Rights of Man the same ideas 
are expressed, although in a slightly different form : 

Men are bom and remain equal in rights. . . . The aim of every 
political association is the protection of the natural and impre- 
scriptible rights of man. These rights are liberty, property, secur- 
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ity, and resistance to oppression. The source of all sovereignty 
is essentially in the nation ; no body, no individual, can exercise 
authority that does not proceed from it [that is, the nation] in plain 
terms. Law is the expression of the general will. All citizens have 
the right to share personally, or by their representatives, in its 
formation [that is, the formation of the law^. 

On the basis of these principles the National Assembly made the 
Constitution of 1791. All citizens were guaranteed freedom of 
religion, freedom of speech, and freedom from arbitrary arrest and 
imprisonment. The special privileges of the nobles and clergy 
were abolished. New courts were established in which justice was 
administered and offenses punished, on equal terms for all persons. 
Public offices were open to all alike. The king no longer ruled by 
divine right; his powers, like those of any other official, were 
defined by law. Tlie laws were made by a legislative assembly of 
one chamber, composed of representatives elected by those citizens 
who possessed a certain amount of property. The king might veto 
such laws temporarily but his main business was to administer 
and execute the laws ; and to assist him in administering the laws, 
the country was divided up into eighty- three divisions, called 
“ departments,” in each of which a local government was established, 
composed of officials elected by the citizens of that department. 

This was the political revolution. The Constitution of 1791 did 
not last very long, and France has had many constitutions since. 
But the two fundamental principles upon which the Constitution 
of 1791 was based were never afterwards really abandoned by the 
French people. These two principles were: (i) that the govern- 
ment derives its authority from the will of the people ; and (2) that 
all citizens have equal rights before the law. 

Such a political revolution could not be made w^ithout making a 
social and economic revolution also. We must now see how the 
National Assembly changed the social and economic institutions of 
France. 

The social and economic revolution: How class divisions were 
abolished, and wealth redistributed. On the night of August 4, 
1789, the National Assembly had decreed that the feudal system 
is forever abolished in France.” It was easy to declare this, but 
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difficult to carry it into effect. The National Assembly tried to 
make a distinction between those rents and services of the peasants 
which had originated in personal senitude and those which had 
originated in property rights. The former they declared abolished 
at once ; the latter were to be abolished as soon as the peasants had 
paid the rents for a certain number of years. The peasants, learning 
that the feudal dues had been abolished, could not understand why 
they should pay anything more. And when anyone tried to compel 
them to pay, they began to riot again. So the National Assembly 
never really settled the question of the feudal dues ; but before the 
Revolution w’^as over, in 1793 during the Reign of Terror, another 
assembly, the National Convention (see p. 239), settled this question 
once for all by abolishing the feudal dues without requiring the peas- 
ants to pay anything at all. Thus in the end the nobles lost their 
rents and the peasants obtained their land free of all obligation. 

Since the nobles had lost their authority over the peasants and 
no longer had any special legal privileges, it seemed useless to have 
any nobles at all. So the National Assembly, on June 19, 1790, 
passed the following decree : Hereditary nobility is forever 
abolished ; in consequence, the titles of prince, duke, count, mar- 
quis, viscount, vidame, baron, knight, messire, ecuyer, noble, and all 
other similar titles shall neither be taken by anyone whomsoever nor 
given to anyone.” By various laws (see p. 230) the clergy were 
also deprived of their special privileges, and so these two classes or 
estates — nobles and clergy — lost the special privileges which they 
had formerly enjoyed. But there were still certain privileged corpo- 
rations in France, such as the financial corporation known as the 
farmers-general of the taxeSy the legal corporations known as park- 
mentSy and the industrial corporations known as the guilds. These 
also the National Assembly abolished. The most important of 
these were the guilds. Each guild had a legal monopoly of mak- 
ing and selling certain things. On March 2, 1791, the National 
Assembly abolished these legal monopolies, and laid down the prin- 
ciple that every person shall be free to engage in such business or 
to practice such profession, art, or craft as he shall find profitable.” 

These measures constituted a social revolution. The French 
people were no longer a collection of classes and corporations, each 
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having its own special rights and privileges. Henceforth the French 
people made one class in which all individuals were, according to the 
law, equal in rights. 

Of course this does not mean that all people were made equal in 
wealth, in intelligence, or in social position and influence. Nothing 
can make people equal in intelligence or in power and influence. 
But something can be done to make the distribution of wealth more 
equal ; and one of the most important results of the French Revolu- 
tion was this : A great deal of the land of France changed hands. 
Before the Revolution w'as over, the National Assembly confiscated 
the lands of the church and much of the land of the nobles. During 
the Revolution a good deal of this land was offered for sale. Some of 
it was bought by the peasants and a larger part by the middle class. 
Thus much of the land of France passed from the hands of the nobles 
and clergy into the hands of the common people. In 1793, order 
to keep the land divided up among the people, the National Conven- 
tion passed a new law- of inheritance, which provided that when a 
man died his landed property must be divided up more or less 
equally among his children or near relatives. 

This was the social and economic revolution. It aimed : (i) to 
abolish all legal classes and corporations ; (2) to make all citizens 
equal before the law ; (3) to effect a more equal division of wealth 
among the people. We must now turn to the religious revolution. 

The religious revolution: How the National Assembly deprived 
the Catholic Church of its property and its former privileges. The 
National Assembly abolished all the old laws that deprived people 
of religious freedom. Protestants and Jew's were granted their civil 
rights. Henceforth all people w^ere free to be of any religion or 
of no religion, just as they liked. The Catholic clergy w-ere no 
longer a separate class or estate but citizens, and, like all citizens, 
subject to the civil laws and the civil courts ; and they lost their 
former powTr of preventing the publication of books wflich they 
did not like. To diminish the powder of the Catholic Church still 
more, the National Assembly deprived it of most of its property. 
On August 4, 1789, the church tithes were abolished, and later all 
of the land of the church was confiscated and taken over by the 
government. 



230 


THE AGE OF POLITICAL REVOLUTION 



Miisee Carnavalet 

Paris in 1759 


From a painting by Raguenet. At the time of the Revolution Paris had changed 
ver}" little. The bridge is the Pont-Neuf. This section was the center of the 
city and of the revolutionary activities. Notre Dame, the Hotel de Ville, the 
Tuileries, the Conciergerie, the Palais de Justice, the Palais Royal — these were 
all within a short distance of the Pont-Neuf. (See the map of Paris, p. 248.) 

If the National Assembly had stopped at this point, the Catholic 
Church would have been in the same position as other religious 
bodies. It would have been a religious association, like the Hugue- 
nots, free to believe and worship as it liked, but without any financial 
support from the government. There would then have been a 
complete separation of church and state, and the Catholics would 
have had the same freedom and the same privileges as other people. 
But the Catholic Church was too powerful to be treated in this way. 
Ihe church had so long enjoyed special privileges that it was not 
Willing to be placed on an equality wdth other churches. On 
account of its great influence, the National Assembly did not think 
it quite safe to give it so much freedom without governmental 
control. So the National Assembly, in order to keep the powerful 
Catholic Church under the thumb of the government, tried to 
transform it into a national church, which would be subject to the 
government because its clergy would be government officials paid 
by the state. 

Tills object the National Assembly tried to accomplish by passing 
a law called the Civil Constitution of the Clergy (July, 1790). 
By this act each of the civil divisions called departments was to be 
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also a religious diocese or bishopric. Bishops and parish priests 
were no longer to be appointed. They were to be elected ; and they 
were to be elected, not solely by the people who were Catholics but 
by all citizens (including Huguenots, Jews, and free-thinkers) who 
had the right to vote for civil officials. The bishops and priests, 
thus elected by the citizens, were to be paid a salary by the govern- 
ment, just as other officers of the state were paid by the govern- 
ment. The Pope was no longer to have any authority over the 
church in France, although he was still permitted to define its doc- 
trines and beliefs. 

Thus the National Assembly tried to transform the Catholic 
Church into a state institution of religion, supported and controlled 
by the government, just as our public schools are state institutions 
of education, supported and controlled by the government. It may 
seem odd to us that Protestants and Jews, and even those who did 
not believe in any religion at ail, should be permitted to vote for 
Catholic bishops and priests. But this seemed right enough to 
many members of the National Assembly — and that for two 
reasons. First, the bishops and priests were to be paid by the 
government out of the state revenues ; and since all citizens con- 
tributed by taxes to the state revenues, wffiy should not ail citizens 
have a voice in choosing the bishops and priests? Second, many 
members of the National Assembly thought that the chief business 
of bishops and priests paid by the government was to teach those 
practical moral virtues which would make good citizens. For this 
reason also it seemed right that all citizens, whatever their religious 
beliefs might be, should share in choosing the bishops and priests 
that were to teach them. 

But the Catholic clergy and people thought this a very unreason- 
able and unjust measure. They said that since the National 
Assembly had taken away the church lands, the government was 
under obligation to pay the bishops and priests out of this property. 
They said that the business of Catholic bishops and priests was to 
teach the Catholic religion, and not merely the moral virtues ; and 
so it was absurd and unjust to allow Protestants, Jews, and atheists 
to choose the clergy of a religion in which they did not believe and 
of which they were bitter enemies.. Most of the bishops and priests 
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therefore refused to accept the Civil Constitution of the Clergy, 
especially after the Pope commanded them not to. The National 
Assembly ignored the Pope and required the bishops and priests 
to take an oath of allegiance to the Civil Constitution; and later 
penalties were imposed on those who refused to take the oath. 

This measure of the National Assembly had a very important 
influence upon the course of the Revolution. Two-thirds of the 
parish priests and all but seven of the bishops refused to take the 
oath of allegiance ; and they were so much opposed to the religious 
measures of the National Assembly that the majority of them 
became opposed to the Revolution altogether. Thus by 1791 most 
of the nobles and clergy, and a great many of the people, had become 
“ counter-revolutionary.’^ That is, they had come to regard the 
Revolution as a dangerous movement which, if allowed to go on, 
w^ould overturn everything in France and create a condition of 
anarchy. They wished, therefore, to suppress the Revolution 
altogether and to give back to the king his former powers and to the 
nobles and clergy their former privileges. 

The king himself was now" one of the counter-revolutionists. He 
too wished to suppress the Revolution. He was ready to use any 
means to suppress the Revolution ; and in order to suppress it he 
tried first of all to run away from it. 

Why the king ran away to Varennes and how he was brought back 
to Paris. Louis XVI was a shy man of few words, and like many 
weak, shy persons he had the bad habit of saying “ Yes ” even when 
he meant No,” merely to get rid of the people who pestered him. 
The result was that no one could be quite sure whether the king 
was for the Revolution or against it. When hard-pressed by the 
National Assembly, he promised publicly to accept the reforms that 
were made ; but when the queen and the nobles at court scolded him 
for yielding, he privately promised them to see what could be done 
to get rid of the National Assembly and abolish all its reforms. 

But how could the king get rid of the National Assembly? In 
July, 17S9, w’hen he tried to use the army to dissolve the National 
Assembly, Paris had risen in insurrection and raised a National 
Guard, and many of the king’s troops had joined the people. Later, 
on the 6th of October, the king and the court had been partly 
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persuaded and partl}'^ forced by Lafayette and the National Guard 
to come from Versailles and reside in P’aris. What could the king 
do in Paris, where he was carefully watched, and where he had no 
troops that could be relied on? The poor king did not know what 
to do. But the queen and the 
nobles at court had a plan. They 
were always urging the king to es- 
cape from Paris, gather the troops 
in other parts of France, and re- 
turn at the head of an army. 

Then, they told the king, all his 
loyal subjects, seeing that he meant 
business, would rally around him, 
with the result that the National 
Assembly and the disloyal city of 
Paris would have to submit. 

Louis hesitated to do this, be- 
cause it would mean civil war. 

But at last he decided to try the 
plan. The thing that decided him 
was the Civil Constitution of the 
Clergy. Louis was a devout Cath- 
olic. He might have accepted the 
other reforms of the National As- 
sembly, and he did reluctantly 
assent to this one ; but when the 
Pope rejected the Civil Constitu- 
tion, Louis felt that he must do 
something desperate to suppress 
the Revolution and recover his 
former powers. So secret plans were made to escape from Paris 
and join the army of General Bouille near the eastern frontier of 
France. Accordingly, on the night of June 20, 1791, the king and 
the queen and their children got quietly into a coach, slipped un- 
noticed out of Paris, and drove rapidly away on the road to Metz. 

It is likely that the scheme would have failed in any case, because 
even the soldiers of General Bouille^s army sympathized with the 



Bibliothhque Naiionale 

Women Starting for Versailles 

From a contemporary print. A 
crowd of women marched from 
Paris to Versailles October 5 , to ask 
for bread for their children. The 
crops had been scanty, and the 
poor in the cities w'ere suffering. 
Although Lafayette protected the 
royal family, the mob broke into 
the chateau and frightened the 
queen. 
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National Assembly. But the king never reached the army. He 
might have done so, perhaps, if he had been content to travel 
uncomfortably in an ordinary carriage. But majesties do not like 
to travel uncomfortably. The coach was an enormous affair, built . 
expressly for the journey, in order that the royal family might ride 
at their ease. People in the little towns through which they passed, 
seeing this grand coach, naturally wondered who it could be that 
traveled with so much magnificence. Suspicion was aroused; at 
one of the towns someone recognized the king; and finally, at 
Varennes, the royal party was detained. Meantime the National 
Assembly, as soon as it was learned that the king had escaped, sent 
some officers on his trail to arrest him. The officers arrived at 
Varennes on June 21 ; and when they presented the decree of arrest 
to the king, Louis exclaimed, There is no longer a king of France 1 ’’ 

King or not, Louis was brought back under guard to the city of 
Paris. As the splendid coach rolled through the streets, the king 
was hooted by the people ; and the royal family, hot and dusty 
from the long ride, re-entered the Tuileries, where they were kept 
under close watch until the National Assembly could decide what 
ought to be done with a king who ran away. 

The flight of the king made a great sensation in Paris and through- 
out all France. It emboldened some people and frightened others. 
Some people, of whom Danton was one and Madame Roland 
another, said, “ Well, since the king has shown that he is determined 
at ail hazards to crush the Revolution, he is no longer to be trusted. 
The thing to do is to depose him and establish a republic.^^ But 
most people, including a majority of the National Assembly, were 
frightened at the idea of a republic. They said, “ We cannot do 
without a king ; and so we must find some way to make the king 
accept the Revolution, and hold him to his promise.” So the 
National Assembly decided to revise the political constitution, on 
which they had been working for two years, in the hope that the 
king would find it more to his liking; but they also decided that 
while they were revising the constitution, the king should be 
deprived of his duties and kept under guard. 

For two months the National Assembly was engaged in revising 
the constitution and putting it into final shape so that it could be 
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presented to the king. At iast this work was finished ; and on 
September 14 the king came before the National Assembly and read 
a letter, written the day before, in which he formally accepted the 
constitution, ^“-^^ere w^as general rejoicing, We are free at last,” 
one of the deputies wrote. The harness is off our backs! ” On 
September 30, 1791, the National Assembly was dissolved. On the 
following day the new Legislative Assembly provided for in the 
Constitution of 1791 convened, and the Revolution seemed to be 
over. The king himself had said so. The end of the Revolution 
has arrived,” he wrote. Let the nation return to its own cheerful 
nature.” 

If the king really thought that the Revolution was over he was 
sadly mistaken. On the contrary, during the next three years the 
Revolution passed into a second stage, far more radical and violent 
than the first. In 1792 France became involved in war with 
Austria. The war led directly to the fall of the monarchy, the 
establishment of a republic, the execution of the king and queen, 
and the famous Reign of Terror. We must now learn something 
about this second phase of the Revolution. 

The insurrection of August 10, 1792 : How the king was deposed. 
The leading party in the Legislative Assembly wdiich assembled on 
October i, 1791, was known as the Girondist party (because some 
of its leaders came from the district of the Gironde). The Giron- 
dists were mostly young men, representing the most radical senti- 
ment of the time, and anxious to prove their ability and their loyalty 
to the Revolution. The principal leader was Brissot, an able 
journalist. He was supported by a number of brilliant if wordy 
orators, among them Vergniaud and Gensonne. These and other 
Girondist leaders were inspired and kept up to the mark by Madame 
Roland, an eager and passionate patriot, in whose apartment they 
often met to discuss their plans. 

The Girondists felt that the Revolution was not yet complete. 
They did not as yet demand the abolition of the monarchy, but they 
were extremely hostile to the king and wished to restrict his power 
even more than had already been done. They suspected, with good 
reason as it turned out, that the king and the queen were secretly 
asking aid from the Emperor Leopold, brother of the queen and 
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ruler of Austria, and from the King of Prussia. They knew that 
most of the former nobles and clergy in France were hostile to the 
Revolution and would gladly see the armies of Austria d^d Prussia 
invade France for the purpose of suppressing it^^sides, there 
were the emigres — nobles and clergy who had Im France and 
were now living in foreign capitals — in Vienna, Berlin, London, and 
St. Petersburg. It was notorious that the emigrant nobles were 
trying to get the foreign powers to come to the assistance of the 
French king. Ml these powerful people were counter-revolutionists. 
They were working for a revolution against the Revolution ; and to 
attain their object they were willing to accept the aid of foreign 
powers. This was what the Girondists feared — a counter-revolu- 
tion aided by foreign powers. They felt that unless the Revolution 
destroyed the counter-revolution, the counter-revolution would 
destroy the Revolution. 

As it happened, in the winter of 1792 both the Girondists and 
the counter-revolutionists were inclined to think that a war would 
not be a bad thing. The queen and the court party believed that 
if a war broke out, the people would rally to the support of the king. 
The Girondists believed that a war would arouse patriotic sentiment 
against the emigrant nobles and the king. The Revolution needs 
a war to insure its success,” one Girondist leader said. Occasions 
for dispute between France and Austria were not lacking, and on 
April 20, 1792, the Legislative Assembly declared war against the 
emperor on the ground that he was conspiring with the emigrant 
nobles to restore the king to his former powers. When the queen 
heard that war was declared she exclaimed, “ So much the better 1 ” 
But it was not so much the better for the poor queen. On the 
contrary, the war led directly to the insurrection of August 10 and 
the fail of the monarchy. 

The war began in Belgium, a province of Austria, where an 
Austrian army was stationed near the French frontier. But the 
French troops fought badly, partly because they feared that some 
of their officers, who were ex-nobles, were in sympathy with the 
counter-revolution. In the first battle, no sooner did the Austrians 
appear than the French troops ran away and even killed their leader, 
General Dillon, who tried to stop them. To make matters worse, 
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Prussia soon joined Austria, and the Prussian army, under the 
Duke of Brunswick, moved toward the French frontier in Lorraine. 

When it was learned that the French troops, instead of beating 
the Austrians, were running away from them, there was the greatest 
excitement throughout France, and especially in Paris. Petitions 
were presented to the Legislative Assembly, demanding that the 
king be deposed- But the Legislative Assembly refused to depose 
the king; and the people of Paris, not knowing what to expect, 
became more and more excited and irritable. This excitement and 
irritation reached the boiling point when, one day late in July, 
there was handed about the city a printed document known as 
the “ Brunswick Manifesto.” People read this curious document 
with amazement and anger. It was dated July 25, and was signed 
by the Prussian general, the Duke of Brunswick. The manifesto 
declared that the emperor and the King of Prussia were invading 
France for the purpose of suppressing the rebellion against the 
French king. It commanded all Frenchmen to submit to the 
invading armies, and it threatened to treat as rebels all who resisted. 
But especially, the manifesto threatened the city of Paris ; for it 
declared that if the people of Paris dared to defend themselves,” 
they would be shot down without mercy and their rebellious city 
w'ould be destroyed. 

Neither the emperor nor the King of Prussia was responsible for 
this absurd manifesto. It was prepared by the emigrant nobles, 
who had badgered the weak Duke of Brunswick into signing it. 
But the people of Paris did not know that. They took it for 
what it purported to be, an official declaration of the purposes of 
the emperor and King of Prussia ; and in their eyes it proved con- 
clusively what they had long suspected — namely, that Louis XVI 
and Marie Antoinette were conspiring with the enemies of France 
for the purpose of suppressing the Revolution. 

The effect of the Brunswick Manifesto was just the opposite of 
what the emigrant nobles had hoped. They had supposed that 
it would terrify the inhabitants of Paris into submission. But 
instead of submitting, the people of Paris organized another insur- 
rection —the famous insurrection of August 10, 1792. The city 
was at this time divided into sixty ^‘ sections.” Directed by 
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Danton, Santerre, and other popular leaders, the people in many 
of the sections were organized and armed. At midnight on August 
9 the church bells were tolled as a signal that the insurrection was 
about to begin. The rioters first set aside the city government or 
Commune of 1789 and established one of their own, known as the 

Commune of August 10. They 
also got control of the National 
Guard. But the great event was 
the attack on the king’s palace, 
the Tuileries. Many of the king’s 
guards refused to fire on the people, 
and themselves joined the insur- 
rectionists; but one company of 
Swiss guards heroically defended 
the palace until the king ordered 
them to cease firing, which they 
did, only to be surrounded and 
massacred. 

When the people swarmed into 
the Tuileries they did not find the 
king there. The king and the queen 
had taken refuge with the Legisla- 
tive Assembly. But this did not 
help them much, for the people 
forced their way into the assembly 
hall and demanded that the king 
be deposed. Many of the members of the Assembly were absent, 
and those present were either in sympathy with the people or 
else easily intimidated. So the Legislative Assembly, submit- 
ting to force very much as the English Parliament had submitted 
to CromweU’s army (see Chapter III), voted to suspend the king 
until a new assembly could be elected by the people to decide his 
fate. Louis and Marie Antoinette were imprisoned in the Temple 
sa fortified building once used by the Knights Templars), and the 
duties of the king were taken over by a Provisory Executive Council 
of which Danton was the leading member. 

The new assembly, which was to decide the fate of the king, was 



Danton (1759-1794) 


From a contemporary portrait in 
the Mus^e Carnavalet. He was a 
leader in the insurrection of August 
10, 1792, by which the king was 
deposed, and also in organizing 
national defense in 1792-1793. 
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soon elected. It met on September 21, 1792^ and remained in 
session until October 26, 1795. This assembly was the famous 
National Convention. It was the National Convention that 
abolished the monarchy, established the republic, executed Louis 
XVI, organized the “ Terror,” and successfully defended, the 
Revolution against the united powers of Europe. 

How the National Convention established the republic, repulsed 
the foreign armies, and executed the king, September, 1792- 
January, 1793. The National Convention was elected to decide 
what should be done with the king. Very few of the deputies 
thought it would be safe to restore the king to his old position, 
because they knew he did not sympathize with the Revolution. 
Yet most of the deputies hesitated to abolish the monarchy, 
because if they abolished the monarchy there seemed nothing for it 
but to establish a republic, and a republic vras something new, which 
they were a little afraid of. When the deputies thought of a re- 
public, they thought of the little city republics of ancient Greece 
and Rome, or of the Swiss Confederation or the Dutch Republic, or 
else of the thirteen republics of America. It seemed that aU the 
existing republics were loose federations of small states ; and people 
feared that if France became a republic it would break up into a 
number of small states bound together in a federation. How could 
such a weak government defend itself against the powerful military 
monarchies of Prussia and Austria? This was why the deputies 
hesitated. 

When the deputies assembled on September 21, no one supposed 
that they would take the great decisive step on that day. All day 
they talked about other things, and they were about to adjourn for 
dinner when one of the Paris deputies, Collot d’Herbois, got up and 
said : There is a question which you cannot postpone until 

tomorrow ; which you cannot postpone until this evening ; which 
you cannot postpone a single instant, without being unfaithful to 
your vows to the nation : that question is the abolition of royalty.” 
Thus the question was raised. Still the deputies hesitated. But 
within a few moments all hesitation vanished. Perhaps the 
deputies were tired of being uncertain. At all events, with almost 
no discussion at all, the famous act was passed : The National 
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Convention unanimously decrees that monarchy is forever abolished 
in France.” Then the deputies relieved the tension by cheering, 
stamping on the floor, and throwing their hats into the air . 

Having abolished the monarchy forever, the deputies went out to 
dinner. People in the streets were crying, Long live the republic ! ” 
In the evening people came into the assembly hall to congratulate 
the , Convention, assuring the deputies that they would shed their 
blood for the safety of the republic.” The Convention had not 
yet established a republic, but people were taking it for granted that 
one must exist, since the monarchy was abolished. On September 
22 the Convention passed a decree that “ henceforth public docu- 
ments shall be dated from the first year of the French Republic.” 
On September 25 it decreed that “ the French Republic shall be one 
and indivisible.” Thus the first French Republic was established 
by tacit consent, The republic,” said Robespierre, glided in 
furtively between the factions.” 

The most pressing question that now confronted the Convention 
was the defense of the country against the Austrian and Prussian 
armies. On the second of September, three weeks before the 
Convention assembled, the Prussians had taken Verdun. What 
was to prevent them from taking Paris? Fear of the Prussians led 
to the famous September massacres.” On September 2-6, bands 
of people terrorized the city, broke into prisons, and brutally 
murdered about a thousand counter-revolutionary priests and 
members of the nobility (both men and women) who were con- 
fined there. The government of Paris did nothing to prevent the 
massacres. These crimes in the name of liberty were the work of 
a few, but they were encouraged or condoned by many, on the 
ground that it was necessary to terrorize the counter-revolutionists 
in order to prevent them from aiding the oncoming Prussians. 

But on September 20, the day before the National Convention 
assembled, the Prussians were checked at Valmy; and before the 
year was out the French armies were everywhere victorious. In 
October the Prussians retreated into Germany. General Custine 
took Mainz, and soon the ‘Teft bank” (West bank) of the Rhine 
was in the possession of the French. More important still, General 
Dumouriez won a decisive victory against the Austrians at Jemappes 
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on November 6 ; and before the end of the year 1792 the French had 
conquered all Belgium, Dumouriez was the hero of the hour. 
The Convention, not content with the conquest of Belgium, author- 
ized him to cross the Rhine and conquer Holland. 

These victories made the republic popular and inspired the people 
with new enthusiasm for the Revolution. The most enthusiastic 
began to ask, '' Why not carry the Revolution into other countries? 
Other people live under the tyranny of kings, and they too must 
wish to be free. Why should not the French people come to the aid 
of the oppressed of all countries? '' So on November 19, 1792, the 
National Convention passed a famous decree, known as the Prop- 
agandist Decree. This decree, addressed to all the people of 
Europe and translated into all languages, announced that the French 
armies would gladly come to the aid of any people who wished to 
free themselves from the tyranny of kings and nobles. Thus the 
National Convention threw down the gage of battle to all European 
governments. It declared the universal revolution of all peoples 
against all kings. 

Meantime, the Convention had to decide what was to be done 
with the king, who was still imprisoned in the Temple. At first 
the majority of the deputies were not in .favor of executing the 
king. , But opinion began to change after November 20, w^hen 
there was discovered in the Tuileries an iron chest containing the 
king’s secret papers, among which were letters proving that the king 
had often written to foreign kings asking them for military aid 
against the revolutionary parties in France. On January 15, 1793, 
the Convention voted unanimously that the king was guilty of 
treason against the nation. Many of the deputies demanded that 
the people be given a chance, by ballot, to approve or disapprove 
this decision, but the proposal was rejected by a vote of 424 to 283. 
Finally the vote was taken on the question of whether the king 
should be put to death. The roll was called and each deputy was 
given a chance to say why he voted for or against the execution of 
the king. For twenty-four hours, amidst intense excitement, the 
roll-call went on. At eight o’clock in the evening of January 17 the 
decision was announced : for death, 387 ; against death, 334. 

On January 21, 1793, Louis, the descendant of kings who had 




242 THE AGE OF POLITICAL REVOLUTION 


ruled in France since 987, was driven in a carriage through crowded 
streets to the guillotine. Weak and petulant and always a little 
ridiculous in life, he met death with dignity and high courage. 
The executioner, Samson, wrote an account of the king’s behavior 
on the scaffold : 


^ He himself helped us to take off his coat. He made some difficul- 
ties when it came to binding his hands, which he nevertheless held 
out when his confessor told him this would be the last sacrifice. , . , 
He then allowed himself to be led to the spot where he was fastened 
down, and then called out very loudly, People, I die innocent I ” 
Then, turning to us, he said, “ Sirs, I am innocent of that of which I 
am accused 1 I hope my blood will consolidate the happiness of all 
Frenchmen.” Then the knife descended, and there were a few 
shouts of Long live the nation 1 ” 


How the Convention was threatened by foreign armies and in- 
ternal insurrection, 1793. The execution of Louis XVI convinced 
the kings of Europe that they too were in danger. As early as 1790 
a famous Englishman, Edmund Burke, had predicted in hls Reflec- 
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Execution of Louis XVI, January 21, 1793 
From an engraving in the Musee Carna valet. 
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tions on the French Rewhition that the Revolution in France would 
prove a menace to all established governments. At that time few 
people agreed with him. In England, and in most Continental 
countries, many people sympathized with the French in their effort 
to win political liberty. Rulers and statesmen felt that the uprising 
in France was perhaps an advantage to them, since it had weakened 
the French government and demoralized the French armies. But 
by the beginning of 1793 the prophecies of Edmund Burke seemed 
to be coming true. The National Convention had conquered Bel- 
gium and the left bank of the Rhine. It had executed the French 
king and proclaimed a war of all peoples against all kings. At last 
the governments of Europe were convinced that something must be 
done to suppress this dangerous revolution. The result was the 
formation of what is knowm as the First Coalition. 

The first of the great powers to join Austria and Prussia in the 
war was England. The imprisonment of Louis XVI had greatly 
alarmed the English. The conquest of Belgium alarmed them still 
more. The execution of the king horrified as well as alarmed them. 
This event, said the English minister, William Pitt, is the most 
“ atrocious crime known in history.’’ Perhaps he had forgotten 
the execution of Charles I in London in 1649. However that may 
be, on January 22 the English government broke off all relations with 
France, and on February i the National Convention declared war 
on England. France was then at war with four states — Austria, 
Prussia, England, and Holland. These four were soon joined by 
Spain, Portugal, Sweden, Naples, and Sardinia. 

The object of the First Coalition, thus formed, was to dissolve the 
National Convention, restore the monarchy in France, and place 
on the throne the young son of Marie Antoinette, In compensation 
for these services the European powers expected from France some 
cession of territory. In the spring and summer of 1 793 the coalition 
armies carried everything before them. March 20 the Austrians 
won the decisive battle of Neerwinden against General Dumouriez, 
and followed up this victory by the conquest of Belgium. In 
July the Prussians recovered Mainz and the left bank of the Rhine. 
In August the English fleet took the French seaport of Toulon, and 
meantime the Spanish armies crossed the Pyrenees into southern 
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France. Thus in the summer of 1793 the National Convention had 
to meet invasion by the coalition armies on all fronts. 

At the same time the Convention was threatened by serious inter- 
nal insurrections. In Normandy, Brittany, and the south of 
France the counter-revolutionary priests and nobles had organized 
the people against the revolutionary government. They were now 
supported by many people -who had formerly supported the Revo- 
lution. The most important of these were the Girondists. To 
understand how the Girondists came to join the counter-revolution- 
ists we must learn something about the party conflicts in the Con- 
vention. 

When the Convention first assembled, in September, 1792, there 
were three main parties in it. First .the Girondists, who had been 
the leading party in the Legislative Assembly, They numbered 
about 160 deputies, and were led by Brissot, Condorcet, and Roland 
in the Convention, and by Madame Roland outside of it. The 
Girondists sat on the right,^ which meant that whereas in the 
Legislative Assembly they had been the most radical party, they 
were now, in the Convention, regarded as the most conservative 
party. Sitting on the left, high up in the back, were about fifty 
deputies (twenty-five of whom came from Paris) who were known 
as the Mountain,” or the Jacobin, party. The chief leaders of the 
Jacobins were Robespierre, Marat, and Danton. A third party, 
the largest of all, sat in the center. It w^as called the Plain ” or 
“ the Marsh.” It was strong in numbers but uncertain in policy, 
and was led by Barere — an able man, devoted to the Revolution, 
but a clever politician, prepared to support whatever policy seemed 
most expedient. 

For nearly nine months the Convention was distracted by a 
bitter and irreconcilable conflict between the Girondists and the 
Jacobins. The Jacobins were at first weak in numbers, but they 
knew what they wanted, and they had the powerful support of the 
people of Paris who, in the caffe, in the streets, and in the gallery of 
the Convention applauded their own deputies and intimidated the 
Girondists. It was the Jacobins, backed by the people of Paris, 

^Tlie custom was, and still is, for conservative parties to sit on the right, radical 
parties on the left, and moderate parties in the center of the assembly hall. 
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that forced the execution of the king. Afterwards they charged 
the Girondists with '' royalism/’ because many of the Girondists 
voted against the execution of the king. When General Dumou- 
riez, who was a Girondist, lost the Battle of Neerwinden, the 
Jacobins charged the Girondists with the military failures. The 
bitter conflict reached a crisis on May 31, when an insurrection was 
organized in Paris against the Girondists. The following day the 
Tuileries, where the Convention was sitting, was surrounded by 
the municipal troops under General Hanriot. The deputies 
wandered about the Tuileries gardens seeking an exit, but every 
gate was guarded. The Convention was itself imprisoned, and 
likely to remain so until it took action against the Girondists. 
Yielding to force, the Convention, on June 2, voted to expel twenty- 
two of the leading Girondist deputies. From this time on the 
Convention was dominated by the Jacobins. 

The forcible intervention in the deliberations of the Convention 
by the city of Paris was deeply resented throughout France, but 
especially so in the south, where many of the Girondist deputies 
came from. More than half of the local governments protested 
against the expulsion of the Girondists, and some of the Girondist 
deputies escaped to their homes in the south of France and organ- 
ized an armed resistance to the Convention and the Jacobins who 
now controlled it. By the middle of July the cities of Marseille, 
Bordeaux, and Lyon had joined the counter-revolutionists. Thus 
in the summer of 1793 the Convention w^as confronted by the 
double danger of invasion from without and widespread insurrection 
from within. It was this double danger that resulted in what is 
called the Reign of Terror. 

How the Jacobins saved the Revolution by means of the Terror, 
1793-1794. In June, 1793, the Convention adopted a republican 
constitution. It was approved by popular vote, and formally pro- 
claimed on August, 10, 1793. known as the Constitution of 
the first French Republic,'^ but it was never in fact put into force. 
In October, 1793, l^he Convention declared that the provisional 
government of France is revolutionary until the peace.” 

This revolutionary government, known as the government of the 
Terror, was directed by a Committee of Safety appointed by the 
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Convention and responsible to it. Its decrees were approved by 
the Convention and carried out by appointed oificiais in the prov- 
inces, known as ^‘deputies on mission ” or “national agents.’^ 
In each district there was a revolutionary committee of local 
patriots whose business it was to keep a list of all inhabitants who 
were suspected of being unfriendly to the Jacobin government. 
To suppress all opposition, the famous Law of Suspects was passed 
(September, 1793). Suspects were defined as all those who “by 
their conduct, their relations, their remarks or their writings show 
themselves as partisans of tyranny ... or enemies of liberty.^’ 
To deal with suspects the Revolutionary Tribunal was created. 
Between March, 1793, and July, 1794, the Tribunal tried and con- 
demned to death about 2600 persons. Many of these were enemies 
of the Revolution in all its forms. Such was Marie Antoinette. 
Some had been good revolutionists, but had turned against the 
Jacobins. Such was Madame Roland. Some had been good 
Jacobins but had incurred the enmity of the Committee of Safety. 
Such was Danton. Some there were who never meddled in politics, 
but were unfortunate enough to be denounced by a malicious 
neighbor. Innocent or guilty, they were herded into the prisons, 
from the prisons brought before the Tribunal, and from the Tribunal 
carried in tumbrils through the crowded streets to the scaffold. 
Daily the people watched the spectacle of the guillotine, until the 
dropping of heads in the basket became too commonplace to be 
thrilling. During the Terror the guillotine stood on the square 
formerly known as the Place Louis XV, then known as the Place 
de la Rivohdion. Here hundreds of people were sacrificed in the 
name of liberty. The square is now called the Place de la Concorde. 

The chief task of the Terror government was to build up an 
army adequate to suppress the internal insurrections and to repel 
the armies of the Coalition. For this purpose the law known 
as the Lmee en Masse was enacted. It declared that “ until the 
foreign armies shall have been driven from the soil of the republic, 
all Frenchmen are in permanent requisition for the service of the 
armies.'’ This act provided soldiers enough ; but it was easier to 
obtain soldiers than to equip them, and easier to equip them than 
to plan victorious campaigns. Fortunately for the Jacobins the 
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The painter David drew this rough sketch as the cart bearing the queen passed 
along the rue Saint-Honore. The queen’s half had been cut off, and her hands 
bound behind her. 


man for the task was found — Lazare Carnot. Carnot was an honest 
man, a tireless worker, and an able administrator. Under Ms di- 
rection the armies wnre equipped and disciplined, able officers were 
appointed, and for the first time the operations of the various armies 
were directed as parts of one great campaign of national defense. 
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Paris in the Time of the French Revolution 

Note the location of places mentioned in the text. The Conciergerie was the 
chief prison during the Terrc^ Next door was the Palais de Justice, where the 
Revolutionary Tribunal sat. 

The internal insurrections were ruthlessly suppressed. In 
October the city of Lyon surrendered, and about four thousand of 
its inhabitants were either shot or drowned in the river. Other 
rebellious cities hastened to make their peace and were more 
leniently treated. Before the year was out the insurrections were 
for the most part at an end. Meantime the foreign armies were 
gradually pushed out of French territory, and during thiThext year 
the French again made conquests beyond the frontier. In June, 
1794, General Jourdan won the Battle of Fleurus, which forced 
the Austrians out of Belgium. General Pichegru followed up this 
decisive victory by crossing the Rhine, and by February, 1795, the 
French were masters of Holland as well as of Belgium. In this year 
also the left bank of the Rhine was again conquered, and the Spanish 
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were driven across the Pyrenees. In Aprils 1795, the Prussians 
made peace wiA France, recognizing the Rhine as the French fron- 
tier. In July peace was made with Spain, The First Coalition was 
thus broken, and the National Convention had achieved the dream 
of every French government since the time of Richelieu. It had 
conquered for France her ‘‘ natural frontiers ” — the Rhine, the 
Alps, the Pyrenees. 

How the Jacobins, after having saved the revolution, destroyed 
themselves, 1794. The danger from the coalition was not yet over 
before violent factional conflicts arose within the Convention. In 
these conflicts three men stand out as leaders — Hebert, Danton, 
and Robespierre. Hebert was a scurrilous writer who every day 
filled his newspaper, the Pere Duchesne , with bloodthirsty denun- 
ciations of the enemies of the Revolution ” — that is, those whom 
Hebert disliked. He was popular in Paris, where his paper w^as 
eagerly read, and for this reason he was influential with the city 
government. In March, 1794, Hebert tried to stir up an insurrec- 
tion in Paris in order to intimidate the Convention and gain control 
of the Committee of Safety. Paris refused to support him, the 
insurrection fizzled out, and on March 24 Hebert and some of his 
followers were condemned to death. 

With Hebert disposed of, the Committee turned on Danton. 
Danton was one of the outstanding figures of the Revolution. He 
was a coarse, passionate man, a powerful orator, and a leader of 
great practical sense and effectiveness in time of crisis. In defend- 
ing himself at his trial, he boasted : made the insurrection of 

August 10 '' (1792), It was more or less true, and from that day 
until July, 1793, was the most influential man in the Convention 
and on the Committee of Safety. He deplored the futile conflict 
between the Jacobins and the Girondists, disliked Robespierre 
(“ The man has not sense enough to cook an egg,’’ he said), and had 
little sympathy with the frenzied state of mind that brought to the 
guillotine so many men whose only crime was that they had incurred 
the suspicion of the super-patriots. In July, 1793, he was dropped 
from the Committee of Safety, and from that time his influence 
waned, while that of Robespierre increased. 

One day in January, 1794, a delegation of weeping women came to 
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the Convention begging the release of their relatives from prison. 
At that time the danger from the Coalition armies was largely over, 
and many people felt, therefore, that the time had come to relax 
the severity of the Terror. Danton was one of them. I had 
rather be guillotined,’’ he said on one occasion, “ than guillotine 
others.” When Danton lifted his powerful voice in favor of mercy 
the Committee became alarmed, as well it might. If public opinion 
turned against the Terror, those who were chiefly responsible for it 
would be the first victims. None knew this better than Robespierre 
and his friends. To save themselves they charged Danton with 
being concerned in a Royalist plot to restore the monarchy. Dan- 
ton made no serious effort to save himself. Advised by a friend to 
escape from France, he made the famous reply : Does a man carry 
his country away with him on the soles of his shoes? ” Early in 
April, 1794, he was brought to trial and condemned to death. He 
was proud and contemptuous to the last. Passing Robespierre’s 
house on the way to the guillotine, he stood in the tumbril and 
shouted : Vile Robespierre ! The scaffold claims you too. You 
will follow me.” 

The prophecy proved a true one ; but for three months Robes- 
pierre was the outstanding figure in the Convention and on the 
Committee of Safety. Robespierre was an austere and fastidious 
man, secretive and self-contained. Few people liked him, but 
many admired him, and the mass of the people had confidence in 
his integrity and patriotism. He lived a simple, laborious, and 
blameless life. Many revolutionary leaders, including Danton, 
were charged, and rightly charged, with using their influence to 
make money. Robespierre never was. He was known as “ the 
Virtuous,” the Incorruptible.” Besides, he was a master of 
platitudes. His long-winded speeches were filled with phrases 
about liberty, humanity, virtue — phrases which people liked to 
hear. These phrases he voiced with a fervor and solemnity which 
made people think of the Revolution as something sacred — some- 
thing for which life itself was a small sacrifice. 

Robespierre is something of an enigma, and a furious battle of 
the books has been fought over him. Some writers maintain that 
he was a sincere patriot and humanitarian who suffered martyrdom 
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ill the vain effort to bring about a social revolution in behalf of the 
mass of the people. Others maintain that he was no more than a 
sinister intriguer who crushed his enemies in order to gratify his love 
of power. Perhaps he was a little of both, since good and evil are 
strangely blended in the human heart. We may think of him as a 
sincere fanatic who believed that the Revolution was destined to 
regenerate France, and all mankind, by making ail men virtuous. 
But perhaps he was also, without knowing it, a vain and ambitious 
man who convinced himself that he and his devoted followers were 
the only virtuous ones. The Revolution would therefore, in Ms 
opinion, be a failure unless these virtuous ones gained control and 
used their power to destroy the immoral and the corrupt. It was 
apparently Robespierre’s idea that the Terror, which had been 
organized to defend the Revolution against foreign enemies, should 
be continued in order to establish in France a Reign of Virtue.” 

“ Without Terror,” he said, Virtue is helpless.” Again lie said : 

“ A man is guilty against the republic if he takes pity on prisoners ; 
he is guilty if he does not believe in virtue; he is guilty if he is 
opposed to the Terror.” 

Chief among the virtues was hatred of the enemies of the Revo- 
lution, and chief among the enemies of the Revolution was the 
Catholic Church. During the Terror fervent revolutionists there- 
fore conceived the idea that the Catholic Church must be abolished 
and Christianity itself destroyed. In Paris and many other places 
the churches were closed and the Christian religion denounced as a 
degrading and unpatriotic superstition. That people might the 
more easily forget the Christian religion a new calendar was adopted 
(November, 1793). The Year I was to begin with the establish- 
ment of the republic, September 22, 1792. New names were given 
to the months, Vendemiaire (Sept. 22“Oct. 21) being the first 
month ; and each month was divided into three periods of ten days 
each, thus abolishing the Christian Sunday. Using this calendar 
every day, the people would be constantly reminded of the 
Revolution and of the new era of human happiness which it had 
ushered in. 

But the Jacobins were not content with abolishing the old religion. 
They wished to replace it with a new one a religion of patriotism. 
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The new religion, like the old, would have its dogmas, its saints, its 
form of worship. Its dogmas would be the principles of the Revo- 
lution — Liberty, Equality, Fraternity.'' Its saints would be the 
great men who had formulated the creed of the Revolution and 
those who had suffered martyrdom in its defense. Its worship 
would take the form of public festivals celebrating the great events 
of the Revolution or the ideas on which it was based. 

Of all the Jacobins, none was more interested in establishing the 
new religion than Robespierre ; and his ideas on the matter were 
embodied in a decree of the Convention establishing the Worship of 
the Supreme Being (May 7, 1794). This decree declared that the 
French people recognized the existence of the Supreme Being and 
the immortality of the soul. It declared that the chief duties of 
man were to detest bad faith and tyranny, to punish tyrants and 
traitors, to relieve the unfortunate, ... to defend the oppressed." 
That the people might associate this new faith with the Revolution, 
it was decreed that every year there should be held four great festi- 
vals to celebrate the four great events of the Revolution. These 
great events were the taking of the Bastille, July 14, 1789; the 
deposition of the king, August 10, 1792 ; the execution of the king, 
January 21, 1793 ; and the insurrection, May 31, 1793, that led to 
the fall of the Girondists. 

The new religion was solemnly inaugurated on June 8, 1794. 
The members of the Convention, together with a great crowd of 
people, assembled in front of the Tuileries. Presently Robespierre 
appeared, dressed in a violet coat and carrying a bouquet of flowers. 
Mounting a platform, he delivered a long oration on religion as the 
necessary foundation of good government. Then he led, the people 
in procession to the Tuileries gardens, where a group of wooden 
statues had been erected. The statues represented Atheism sur- 
rounded by Vice and Folly, and Wisdom threatening them with 
destruction. To complete the allegory Robespierre set a torch to 
the statues of Atheism, Vice, and Folly. Unfortunately the wood 
was not very dry, and instead of burning cleanly it made a great 
smoke, so that in the end Wisdom herself, although emerging 
triumphant, was seen to be all smudged and blackened. It was a 
bad omen. Worse than that, it was ridiculous, and made the 
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From a drawing by Barbier, engraved and published in 1 796. 


people laugh at the moment when they were expected to be 
most impressed. 

After the establishment of the new religion of liberty and human- 
ity the Terror reached its height. The Revolutionary Tribunal 
was reorganized and the judges were given a freer hand in the trial 
and condemnation of suspects. The prisons were filled to over- 
flowing. People were tried, condemned, and guillotined in batches. 
During the forty-nine days following June 10, 1794, there were 
about 1376 executions — more than during the thirteen months 
preceding. 

' Such methods of introducing the Reign of Virtue which Robes- 
pierre had dreamed of did not succeed. People were easily bored by 
the new religion and revolted by the bloodshed apparently required 
to establish it. Since no one was any longer safe, the Convention 
became restive under the increasing domination of the Committee 
of Safety ; and since Robespierre was the outstanding figure on the 
Committee, various groups in the Convention united to destroy 
him. The crisis came on July 27. Robespierre was slated to make 
a speech ; but the Convention for the first time would not listen to 
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him. When he tried to make himself heard, someone shouted, 

The blood of Dantoii chokes him ! In a terrific uproar, amidst 
cries of ''Down with the tyrant T' the Convention decreed the 
arrest of Robespierre and four of his most loyal followers. They 
were tried and guillotined the next day, July 28, 1794 (10 Thermidor, 
Year II). This was the end of the Terror. 

How the Revolution came to an end, October 26, 1795. The men 
who destroyed Robespierre had no intention of ending the Terror, 
but much to their surprise they found that in destroying Robespierre 
they had undermined their own power. Public opinion turned 
strongly against the Committee of Safety, the Revolutionary 
Tribunal, and the men who had been chiefly responsible for their 
activities. The Convention gradually yielded to this change of 
opinion. The Committee of Safety was deprived of its former 
powers, the Tribunal was transformed into an ordinary court, 
the Girondists who had been expelled were recalled. The chief 
members of the old Committee of Safety — Barbe, Collot d’Herbois, 
Billaud-Varenne — became every day more unpopular, and at last 
were tried and banished. 

Public opinion not only turned against the Terror, it turned 
against the democratic republic also, since the democratic republic 
was associated with the Terror. The Convention therefore drafted 
a new constitution, more moderate and conservative than that of 
1793. This was the Constitution of 1795, known as the Con- 
stitution of the Directory, under which France was governed until 
Napoleon assumed power in 1799. The new constitution provided 
for an executive board of five ''directors,” and two legislative 
diambers called the Council of Ancients and the Council of Five 
Hundred. France was still a republic, but not a democratic 
republic, since the right to vote was limited to people with a certain 
amount of property. 

When the Constitution of the Directory was adopted in 1795, 
Royalist sentiment was so strong that the Convention feared the 
people might elect a majority of. Royalists to the legislative bodies 
and so prepare the way for a restoration of the Bourbon monarchy. 
To prevent this the Convention passed what is called the Decree of 
Two-Thirds — a decree providing that in the. first elections two- 
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A Session of the Convention Interrupted by an Invasion of the P]'.opt,e 

From a drawing by IVIoniiet. On May 20, 1795, workmen killed a deputy, 
Feraud, and bore his head into the meeting of the Convention. 

thirds of the members of the Convention must be chosen for the 
Council of Ancients and the Council of Five Hundred. 

The Decree of Two-Thirds was so unpopular in Paris that the 
people organized an insurrection against the Convention, Sup- 
ported by 30,000 of th|.‘ National Guards, the insurgents prepared 
to attack the Convention at the Tuileries. For its defense the 
Convention had only some 4000 soldiers. But Barras, who was in 
charge of the defense, managed to procure a few cannons. Acting 
on the advice of a young artillery officer by the name of Napoleon 
Bonaparte, he disposed his cannons so as to command the narrow 
streets that led to the Tuileries gardens. Coming up the narrow 
streets, the insurgents were met by a raking hre of grape-shot, which 
soon dispersed them. Thus ended the famous insurrection of 13 
Vendemiaire (October, 1795). 

Having prepared the way for a new government, the work of the 
National Convention was done. For three years it had governed 
France. It had maintained the Revolution against its enemies — 
enemies from without and enemies from -within. But in order to 
accomplish this it had resorted to such ruthless methods of terror 
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and bloodshed that the people were exhausted, disillusioned, and 
slii! divided by furious hatreds. October 26, 1795, the great revo-. 
lut ionary assembly met for the last time. At two o’clock it passed 
its last decree : “ The National Convention declares its mission 
fullilied and its sessions closed.” A deputy asked : What time is 
it? ” From across the benches a solemn voice replied : “ The hour 
of Justice.” 

Justice has had many hours. Perhaps this was one of them. 

QUESTIONS 

1. What was the Estates General?, How did it differ from the 
English Parliament? Why was it assembled in 17S9? What did the 
people expect it to do ? How do we know what they expected it to do ? 
Why did the three estates quarrel over the method of casting their votes ? 
Why was this quarrel important ? How was the Estates General changed 
into the National Assembly ? 

2. Describe the uprising which resulted in the taking of the Bastille, 
July 14. Why was this event important? 

5. VTiat events led up to the famous night of August 4 ”? What 
did the National Assembly do on that night? How did the events of 
that night change the character of the Revolution ? 

4. What w-ere the chief provisions of the Constitution of 1791? 
How’ did it change the government of France? Compare the Declara- 
tion of Rights with the American Declaration of Independence. 

$. To w'hat extent did the National Assembly abolish social and 
economic privileges? How did the peasants ^benefit by the economic 
laws? 

6. WTat laws were passed affecting the property and organization 
of the Catholic Church? Why did these laws make many people 
“ couiiter-revolutionists”? 

7. Write one sentence (not too long) stating in. general terms the 
changes in French government and society made by the National 
Assembly between 1789 and 1791. 

8. How did the Revolution' change in character after 1791? What 
were the aims of the counter-,revoiutlomsts ? Who were the Girondists, 
and why did they favor a war with Austria in 1792? What was the 
first result of this war? Tell what took p,lace during the insurrection 

of August 10, 1702. 

Why was the National Convention elected? When did it meet? 
When and how was monarchy abolished? . What was the situation that 
led to the September massacres? What charges were brought against 
lilt king? What was the ‘'Propagandist Decree”? What effect 'did 
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these actions of the Convention have on the attitude of foreign govern- 
ments towards the Revolution? What was the First Coalition, and 
what were its aims? What success did its armies achieve in the spring 
and summer of i793^ 

10. Why was the situation of the Convention very desperate in the 
summer of 1793? How did it organize the government of the Terror? 
How did it deal with persons suspected of being enemies of the Revo- 
lution? Who were the Jacobins, and how did they triumph over the 
Girondists ? How were the armies raised and organized in 1 793 ? What 
were the decisive victories against the First Coalition? 

11. Tell all you can about Hebert, Danton, and Robespierre. How 
did the Jacobins try to destroy the Catholic Church and the Christian 
religion? What new religion was established in France in 1794? Why 
did Robespierre think it necessary to continue the Terror after the foreign 
armies had been driven out of France? How did the Terror come to 
an end? 
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Napoleon Discussing the Preliminaries of Campo-Formio 
From a drawing by Le Thi^re. 


C HAPTER IX. Plow NAPOLEON SET FRANCE RIGHT SIDE 
UP AND TURNED EUROPE UPSIDE DOWN; AND HOW 
EUROPE RETALIATED BY SENDING NAPOLEON OFF TO ST. 
HELENA 

Power is never ridiculous. Napoleon 


Was Napoleon a great man? Most writers^ even if they do not 
admire him, concede that Napoleon was one of the few supremely 
great men of history ; but some writers admire him so little that 
they deny him greatness altogether. Mr. H. G, Wells, in his 
famous book, An Outline of Historyf says that Napoleon failed to 
do anything great because he lacked a noble imagination.” 
Lacking that, 

Napoleon could do nothing more than strut upon the crest of his 
great opportunity like a cockerel upon a dunghilL The figure he 
makes in history is one of almost incredible self-conceit, of vanity, 
of greed and cunning, of callous contempt of all who trusted him, and 
of a grandiose aping of Caesar, xAlexander, and Charlemagne which 
would be purely comic if it w’-ere not caked over with human blood.^ 

That is a vigorous and definite estimate of Napoleon, to say the 
least. And there is much truth in it. Napoleon was not a lovable 

AH. G. Wells, An Outline of History. The Macmillan Company. 

259 


260 


'I'HE AGE OF POLITICAL REVOLUTION 


man — perhaps not strictly an admirable one. His selfishness, 
his egotism, were unbounded. He seems never to have doubted 
that what he wanted was the thing that ought to be done. Power 
is never ridiculous,” he said. In his eyes might and right were much 
the same thing. To obtain power for himself he scrupled at noth- 
ing — no pretense was too shameful, no conduct too cruel or 
ruthless, no sacrifice of men’s lives too great, if thereby he could 
gain his ends. Humane feeling, friendship, gratitude — these 
were but words. “ When a king is said to have been kind, the reign 
is a failure,” is one of his epigrams. He also said that '' men are 
like figures, which only acquire value in virtue of their position.” 
Napoleon had an unsurpassed genius for action, for management, 
for arranging things to the best advantage for a desired end. That 
was perhaps why he thought of men as figures,” as things to be 
arranged, to be given positions, to be played with like chessmen. 
This was indeed his great weakness. He could never understand 
that people are not things, and cannot to any good purpose or last- 
ing advantage be treated as objects to be played with. 

Perhaps this is why he lost the game in the end. But while the 
game lasted he was, if not a great man, at least a great player. 
Like him or not, we cannot ignore him, because the people of his 
time could not ignore him. From 1799 to 1815 he was the central 
figure, the observed of all observers, admired, feared, and wondered 
at by all the kings, statesmen, and peoples of Europe. Great or 
not, Napoleon was the most striking and influential personality of 
modem times. 

We must therefore know what he did and what was done to him. 
We must know (i) what Napoleon did in France; (2) what he did 
and what he tried to do in Europe ; and (3) why Europe objected 
to him and at last sent him off to St. Helena. 

I. What Napoleon Did in France 

How Bonaparte made a name for himself, 1796-1799. October 
4, 1795, the day after the insurrection of 13 Vendemiaire was 

snuffed out with a whiff of grapeshot,” word went round that 
this was the work of young Bonaparte. “Yes, but who is this 
fellow Bonaparte ? ” people asked. No one seemed to know. 
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The fellow Bonaparte was then twenty-six years old. Born in 
Corsica, of obscure parents, he had had little education or experi- 
ence, although he had read much in military science and military 
history and in 1792 had watched with a discerning eye the in- 
surrectionists at work on the famous loth of August. Tremen- 
dously ambitious, and with unlimited confidence in himself, he was 
waiting for an opportunity to make himself known. He looked at 
this time both younger and older than he was — a very slight, 
slender, wiry youth, with a large head, long straight black hair, 
deep-set somber cold gray eyes, thin and sharp but finely molded 
features. A striking face it w^as, not easily forgotten, as clear cut 
as if made to be stamped on coins and medallions. 

In 1796 France was still at war with Austria, and Bonaparte was 
appointed b}^ the Directory government to take charge of the armies 
in Italy. Imagine, then, this young stripling, five feet two inches 
tall, inexperienced and unknown to fame, coming to Italy to take 
over the command from Massena, Berthier, and Augereau all 
older, experienced, and famous. They did not like the idea. They 
decided they would ignore the young upstart. Augereau espe- 
cially, a large blustering man, said that he would show this “ General 
Vendemiaire ” his proper place. On April ii , near Genoa, the old 
generals had their first interview with young Bonaparte. The new 
general kept them waiting. Then he came quietly into the room, 
in his general's uniform, hat on head. lie began to speak at 
once. In a hard voice, in brief, precise, trenchant phrases, he gave 
his orders, explained what he proposed to do, and with a gesture 
dismissed his subordinates.’’ The generals said not a word, but 
saluted and w^ent out. It was not till he was outside that Augereau 
recovered his voice. With a loud oath, he said to Massena: 
“ This little runt of a general frightened me. It is impossible to 
understand how he made me feel that he was the master from the 
moment he looked at me.” 

Many men were afterw^ards to have the same experience. There 
was something about Bonaparte, some hypnotic power in the cold 
gray eyes, that enabled him to impose his will on others. ^^His 
eyes,” said Cambaceres, seem to penetrate your head.” The 
old generals, Augereau and Massena, could not meet those eyes. 
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They obeyed and were silent. They not only obeyed Bonaparte, 
they admired Mm and remained ever after his devoted servants. 

It was the same with the soldiers. This cold selfish egotist 
somehow managed to inspire them with confidence, and not only 
with confidence but also with undying devotion — even with affec- 
tion. His brief proclamations to the soldiers are famous, and none 
more so than the first one addressed to the army in Italy (March 27, 

1796): 

Soldiers ! You are naked and hungry. The government owes 
you much, but can give you nothing. Your patience and your 
courage are admirable ; but they can win you neither glory nor 
prestige. I will lead you to the most fertile plains in the world. 
Rich provinces and great cities will be in your power ; there you will 
find honor, glory, riches 1 Soldiers of Italy ! Will you lack courage 
or constancy ? 

Bonaparte won the soldiers as quickly as he won his generals. 
They called him “ Little Corporal,” Bony,” The Little One,” 
and other affectionate names. At last the soldiers had a master 
whom they would follow to the ends of the earth. They followed 
him because they loved him, because they had confidence in him, 
and last but not least, because they knew he would lead them to 
“ honor, glory, riches.” 

Bonaparte’s promises to the soldiers were soon made good. 
In a number of brilliant campaigns he defeated the Austrians and 
drove them out of northern Italy, Then he crossed the Alps into 
southern Germany, wLere a French army under General Hoche was 
ready to unite with him. Confronted by two armies, the Austrians 
were induced to sign the Treaty of Campo-Formio (1797). By this 
treaty the Austrians recognized the Rhine as the French frontier, 
thus ceding Belgium, and sanctioned the political changes which 
Bonaparte had already effected in northern Italy. The Italians 
had welcomed the French as liberators, and under the direction of 
Bonaparte they abolished many of the old inequalities and estab- 
lished two small republics, both modeled upon that of France. 
One of these, comprising the territory around Genoa, was called 
the Ligurian Republic. The other and more important one, with 
Milan as its capital, included the greater part of northern Italy 
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and was called the Cisalpine Republic. In return for freeing the 
Italians from Austria and giving them institutions similar to those 
of FrancCj Bonaparte exacted heavy indemnities and sent of! to 
Paris many of their famous works of art, some of which were dis- 
played for years in the Louvre. Although nominally independent, 
the Italians soon found that they had only exchanged one master 
for another. 

These victories made Bonaparte famous. Back home in France 
people read of his exploits. They learned that he had ended the 
war with Austria. They learned that he had acquired the Austrian 
province of Belgium and made northern Italy virtually a French 
dependency. Meantime the glorious war was costing nothing. 
On the contrary it brought indemnities into the treasury, and the 
soldiers were sending to their relatives in France gold and silver, 
which were much better than the worthless paper money. People 
were amazed, but also delighted. They were watching Bonaparte. 
What would he do next? 

How Bonaparte became master of France, 1799. At the request 
of the Directory government Bonaparte returned to Paris, where he 
received an ovation. But he did not wish to remain in Paris, for 
in Paris, where there was nothing for him to do, he felt that his 
sword would “ grow rusty.” He therefore proposed to make a 
conquest of Egypt, as an effective way of interfering with British 
interests in the Mediterranean. The Directory government had 
little faith in the venture ; but it was so alarmed at the popularity 
of Bonaparte that it was glad to get rid of him on any terms. With 
an army and a fleet Bonaparte arrived in Alexandria in July, 1798. 
Egypt was soon conquered. ■ But in ilugust the British Admiral 
Nelson destroyed the French fleet at the Battle of the Nile, leaving 
Bonaparte and his army virtually imprisoned in the country they 
had conquered. 

Meantime the European powers, alarmed by the French control 
of northern Italy and the conquest of Egypt, organized a new 
coalition, known as the Second Coalition. In 1799 the coalition 
armies recovered northern Italy, and from Holland and Switzerland 
threatened to invade France once more, as they had formerly done 
in 1793. Here opportunity for Bonaparte to win new 
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laurels ~~ if he could get back to France. Luck seemed often to 
favor him, and never more so than in this instance. Leaving his 
army in Egypt, he managed by happy chances to avoid capture 
by the British and arrived in France in October, 1799. When they 
learned of his safe arrival, people were wild with joy. In the 
theaters the performances were interrupted by cheers and patriotic 
songs ; elsewhere crowds gathered, and people embraced each other, 
weeping with joy and enthusiasm.’’ 

Unfortunately for Bonaparte, France was half saved before he 
returned, by the French victory at the Battle of Zurich. But in 
spite of that victory the Directory was easily overthrown. It was 
so corrupt and so inefiScient that it now had few friends and many 
enemies. We are not to suppose that Bonaparte was the only one 
who "was conspiring to overthrow the old government. The 
Jacobins were plotting to establish a democratic republic like that 
of 1793. The Royalists were plotting to restore the Bourbon 
monarchy. Even within the government itself there was a party, 
led by the Abbe Sieyes, laying schemes for a revision of the con- 
stitution.” Wiat vSieyes needed to carry through his scheme was 
the support of a popular military leader. When Bonaparte re- 
turned to France, General Moreau said to Sieyes, “ There is the 
man you need/” 

Sieyes and Bonaparte were brought together and a conspiracy 
was soon hatched. Sieyes was at that time one of the five directors 
who constituted the executive branch of the government. Two 
other directors, Ducos and Barras, were induced to join the con- 
spiracy, and some of the members of the two legislative bodies 
(Council of Ancients and Council of Five Hundred) also supported 
it — among them Bonaparte’s brother, Lucien, who was president 
of the Council of Five Hundred. November 9 the three directors 
resigned, the troops were put under the command of Bonaparte, 
and on the pretext of a Jacobin plot, the councils were directed to 
meet next day at Saint-Cloud, just outside of Paris. It was hoped 
that in the quiet village of Saint-Cloud the two councils could be 
persuaded to dissolve after appointing three provisional consuls ” 
to revise the constitution. The three consuls were to be Bona- 
parte, Sieyes, and Ducos. , 
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The affair did not go so smoothly at Saint-Cloud as was hoped. 
The Council of Ancients played its part well enough, but violent 
opposition came from the Council of Five Hundred. Thinking to 
overawe the Five Hundred, Bonaparte entered tlie hall. Crying 

Down with the Dictator/’ the members surrounded him, shoving 
him about. For once in his life Bonaparte was frightened. He 
lost his head, and in the end had 
to be carried half-fainting from the 
hall by some officers. The day was 
saved by his brother Lucie n, who 
ran out to the soldiers, told them 
that Bonaparte had been threat- 
ened “ with daggers,” and begged 
them to save him. After some 
hesitation the soldiers entered the 
hall with fixed bayonets, and the 
members of the Five Hundred fled 
in terror, escaping through the 
windows into the gardens — into 
oblivion. 

The same night some members 
of the two councils returned and Napoleon as Ccvnsul, about i So i 
passed the necessary decrees. Each Yrom a painting by Appiani. 
council appointed from its own 

members a committee of twenty-five. They also appointed Bona- 
parte, Sieyes, and Ducos provisional consuls, and then declared 
the councils permanently dissolved. Thus ended the famous coup 
distal of 1 8 Brumaire, Year VIII, which ended the Directory 
and began the rule of Napoleon. When people learned what had 
been done, they only shrugged their shoulders and went on with 
their business. No one knew what Bonaparte would do, but most 
people felt that he would do better than the Directory. This feel- 
ing was reflected on the stock market. Within a week the shares of 
the Consolidated Third (government debt) rose in value from 
eleven points to twenty. 

How Bonaparte established a new government which pretended 
to be a republic but was really a dictatorship, 1799-1804. Before 
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the 1 8 Brumaire, Bonaparte allowed all of the various parties to 
think that he would serve their plans. At least so he afterwards 
told Madame de Remusat, in these words : 

I saw the Abbe Sieyes and promised to execute his wordy con- 
stitution ; I received the leaders of the Jacobins, the agents of the 
Bourbons ; I accepted advice from everyone, but gave none ex- 
cept such as would serve my plans. . . . 

Everyone fished in my lake, and when I became the head of 
the state, there was not even a single party in France which did 
not hope to gain something from my success. 

Bonaparte had no faith in popular government, but he did not 
feel strong enough to abolish the republic at once. The govern- 
ment w^hich he first established was in form a republic, but in 
reality a kind of dictatorship. It was called the Decennial Con- 
sulate (1799-1802). The constitution, drafted by Bonaparte 
himself, named three consuls to serve for ten years. All executive 
power was conferred on the First Consul, Bonaparte. To advise 
him, he appointed a Council of State. There was also a Senate 
composed of distinguished men, a majority of whom were appointed 
by friends of Bonapartei To give the government the appearance 
of a republic, there were two legislative assemblies — the Tribunate 
and the Legislative Assembly ; but they had little power, and the 
members were not elected by the people but appointed by the 
Senate. To strengthen the power of the First Consul a separate 
law provided that there should be in each of the eighty-three de- 
partments into which the country was divided a prefect ’’ 
appointed by the First Consul and responsible to him. Thus effec- 
tive power was in the hands of the First Consul, supported by a 
Council of State, a Senate, and the prefects in the departments. 

When the constitution was officially proclaimed and read in 
Paris, t-wo old women were standing in the crowd listening. One 
of them was deaf. “ I cannot hear,'’ she said. '' What do you see 
in this new constitution? ” The other replied, “ I see Bonaparte 
ill it.” No more incisive judgment could have been pronounced 
on the new constitution. Not only was Bonaparte in it — there 
was little else in it. In form the new government was a republic ; 
in reality it was a dictatorship. People understood this well 
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Bibi iotheque Satio nalc 

Crossing the Alps through the St. Bernard Pass 


In I So I Napoleon crossed the Alps into Italy, took the Austrians somewhat by 
surprise, and won the Battle of Marengo. From a lithograph by Victor Adam. 

enough, but they were willing to have it so ; and when the consti- 
tution was presented to the people for approval or disapproval, it 
was approved by a vote of 3,011,007 to 1526, 

The First Consul exhibited at once his marvelous talent for 
efficient administration. As prefects in the departments he ap- 
pointed able men who soon established orderly government where 
confusion had existed under the Directory. A new and stable cur- 
rency replaced the depreciated paper money which had formerly 
circulated. New taxes, heavy but reasonably just and honestly 
collected, restored the credit of the government by providing an 
adequate revenue. Meantime, the War of the Second Coalition 
was ended. Making a spectacular crossing of the Alps, Bonaparte 
descended into the plains of Lombardy, where he defeated the 
Austrians at the famous Battle of Marengo and recovered for 
France the control of northern Italy {Peace of Lunimlle^ 1801). 
The next year he managed to make peace with England also (Peace 
of Amiens, 1S02), For the first time since 1793 France was at 
peace with all the world. It seemed that the long wars growing 
out of the Revolution were at an end, and people looked forward 
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to a period of peace and prosperity. What more could be asked 
of Bonaparte than this — that within three years he had estab- 
lished orderly government in France and peace in Europe? 

In 1802 Bonaparte’s popularity was such that he thought it safe 
to take another step towards absolute power. He asked the people 
to vote on the question, Shall Napoleon Bonaparte be made con- 
sul for life? ” Again the people approved by an overwhelming 
majority, thus establishing the government known as the Life 
Consulate (i8o2“i8o4). For the first time the name “ Napoleon 
Bonaparte ” was officially used in place of Citizen Bonaparte.” 
Napoleon gave up the pretense of being a Republican. He openly 
ridiculed the Republicans as ideologues.” He abandoned the 
simple Republican manner of living at the Tuileries, and introduced 
the pomp and ceremony of a royal court, gathering about him the 
nobles and ladies of the old aristocracy. Only this kind of people 
know how to serve,” he said. Yet he made it plain to the Royalists 
that he had no intention of restoring the Bourbon monarchy. His 
intentions were indeed perfectly plain ; and two years later, after 
the suppression of a Bourbon plot to assassinate the consul, he once 
more asked the people to vote, this time on the question whether 
he should be permitted to take the title of Emperor. This the 
people also approved, by a vote of 2,959,891^ to 2567. Thus was 
established the hereditary empire (1804). 

Yet Napoleon claimed that he ruled by consent of the people. 
It was substantially true. They had voluntarily conferred upon 
him his autocratic power, and in these early years, at least, the great 
majority of the French people gladly submitted to his authority. 
What is the explanation of this? For six years they had carried 
on the great Revolution to free themselves from the Bourbon 
autocracy. Why should they now so eagerly welcome the autoc- 
racy of Napoleon ? 

Why the people of France gladly submitted to the authority of 
Napoleon. Of course people submitted to Napoleon for many 
reasons — because he was a fascinating personality who knew how 
to win allegiance and exact obedience ; because he was a military 

^ Since this was a smaller vote than, that for the Life Consulate, Napoleon falsified 
the returns and gave out to the papers 3iS74>S9S as the vote in favor of taking the title. 



Coronation of Napoleon in the Cathedral of Notre Dame, 1804 

Napoleon, standing before the Pope, took the crown, crowned himself, and then crowned Josephine who was kneeling before him. 
This historic event was portrayed by Jacques Louis David, famous painter (1748-1825). 
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genius who won briliiant victories ; because he was a skillful politi- 
cian and an efficient administrator ; because he was a great actor, 
always in the spot-light, stirring the emotions of men and gratify- 
ing their instinct for the dramatic and the grandiose. But people 
submitted to Napoleon for two more important reasons: (i) be- 
cause they had lost faith in the republic, and (2) because Napoleon 
had. saved for them the advantages they had gained from the Rev- 
olution. 

In 1793 through blood and fire for the republic. 

They had thought of the republic as something sacred, a form of 
government that would bring happiness to mankind. This emo- 
tional faith had died hard, and in 1799 there were still many good 
Jacobin Republicans, especially in the army. But the mass of the 
people had grown cynical about the republic. The republic was 
associated in their minds with the Terror, to -which they looked 
back with aversion, or with the Directory government, which had 
proved to be one of the most feeble and corrupt ever seen in France. 
Thus in 1799 ^^^t people in France preferred an autocrat who 
would govern well to a republic that governed badly. 

But if people had lost faith in the republic wffiy weie they not 
wiiling to restore the old Bourbon monarchy? There was the 
brother of Louis XVI, the Count of Provence, who now claimed to 
be the rightful king "France. There was a strong Royalist party, 
composed of priests and ex-nobles, who were working for the restora- 
tion of the Bourbon ‘‘ pretender ’’ as Louis XVIII. Why did the 
majority of the peopde prefer Napoleon to Louis XVIII? 

The reason is that the Bourbon pretender was determined, if ever 
he became king, to undo the work of the Revolution and punish 
those who had taken a leading part in it. He wmuld restore to the 
nobles their ancient privileges and subject the peasants to the old 
feudal obligations. He would re-establish the „ Catholic Church 
and restore to it the lands which had been taken from it and sold 
to peasants and m.iddie-class people. Above all, he would punish 
by imprisonment, exile, or death, those men who had taken a lead- 
ing part in the Revolution, and especially the regicides ” — those 
meml)ers of the National Convention who had voted for the execu- 
tion of his brother, Louis XVI. Priests and ex-nobles favored the 
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The two on the left represent styles about 1804 ; those on the right, a few years 
later. Long trousers, top hat, and something resembling the modern dress 
coat are in evidence (right). The frock coat — later called the Prince Albert — 
is recognizable (left). 


program because they would benefit by it. But the mass of the 
people — peasants, middle-class people, officers in the army, and 
revolutionary politicians — were opposed to it because they would 
lose the benefits the Revolution had conferred upon them. 

In 1794 Mallet du Pan, a shrewd observer, expressed the feeling 
of the majority of the people in these words : 

The mass of the people cares as little for the republic as for 
royalty, and simply clings to the advantages . . . which the 
Revolution has conferred upon them. They will accept the law 
from any master who knows how to bind them by their hopes and 
fears. 

Napoleon was that master. He knew how to bind the people by 
their hopes and fears. They submitted to him gladly, because he 
saved them from a restoration of the Bourbon monarchy and pre- 
served for them the benefits of the Revolution. 

Napoleon made it clear from the first that he did not ^ wish to 
undo the work, of the Revolution. After .the coup d^etai of the 





272 


THE AGE OF POLITICAL REVOLUTION 


i8 Brumaire he said: ''The romance of the Revolution is ended; 
we must begin its history.’’ He wanted people to forget the furious 
party struggles, the bloodshed, the dream of an ideal republic or a 
Reign of Virtue. All that was “ romance.” He wanted them, as 
loyal Frenchmen, to accept the Revolution as an accomplished fact, 
and to unite with him in building a stable regime on the basis of 
the changes in rights and privileges which the Revolution had 
effected. We must now see what Napoleon did to maintain the 
revolutionary changes. His work may be considered under three 
heads : (i) the church and religion ; (2) the five codes ; (3) edu- 
cation. 

I. The dmrch and religion. One question which the Revolution 
had left unsettled was that of the Catholic Church. In 1793-1794 
the National Convention had tried to destroy the Catholic Church. 
The effort was a failure. In 1799 more than half the people in 
France were Catholics. A majority of the old bishops and priests, 
led by the Pope, still refused to recognize the republic as the legit- 
imate government, and they still claimed the church lands which 
the revolutionary governments had confiscated and sold to the 
people. 

Napoleon cared little about religion in itself, but he realized 
that it might be a powerful influence either for or against any 
government. He once said : " If I had to govern a nation of Jews 
I would rebuild Solomon’s Temple.” Having to govern a nation 
largely Catholic, he felt that it was highly necessary to gain the 
goodwill of Catholics. The Revolution could never be regarded 
as settled, or his own powder be firmly established, until the Pope 
and the French bishops recognized the republic and renounced 
their former rights and possessions. Napoleon therefore at once 
entered into negotiations with the Pope, Pius VII, and after many 
months of controversy induced him to sign with the French govern- 
ment a formal agreement which is knowm as the Concordat of 1801. 

The Concordat was a brief but very imporfant document. It 
defined the relations between the Catholic Church and the French 
government. It provided that Napoleon should appoint the 
bishops, that the bishops should appoint the priests, and that both 
bishops and priests should be paid salaries by the government. 
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Thus Napoleon restored the church to a privileged position in the 
state. In return he obtained from the Pope important concessions. 
The Pope wished the Catholic religion to be the only one recog- 
nized by the government. This Napoleon refused, thus preserving 
the religious freedom which the Revolution had established. The 
Pope wished to have the confiscated lands of the church returned 
to it. This also Napoleon refused, and in the end the Pope 
agreed that neither he nor his successors would ever disturb 
in any manner the possessors of the confiscated church lands.” 
Thus the Concordat restored the Catholic Church to a privileged 
position; but in signing the Concordat the Pope recognized the 
republic which the Revolution had created and the validity of the 
revolutionary laws by which the church property had been con- 
fiscated and sold. 

The proclamation of the Concordat was celebrated with great 
pomp and ceremony in the Cathedral of Notre Dame. After the 
ceremony Napoleon asked General Delmas : Well, what did 
you think of it ? ” 

“ It was a fine hocus-pocus,'” the general replied. One thing 
only was wanting — the presence of the million men who gave up 
their lives to destroy what you are building up.” 

Many people agreed with General Delmas. Ardent supporters 
of the Revolution felt that the reconciliation with the Pope and 
the restoration of the church to a privileged position was a back- 
ward step — that it was undoing the work of the Rev^olution, But 
this was not really so. By signing the Concordat Napoleon con- 
ceded little and gained much. What did he gain? He won the 
approval of the majority of the Catholics in France. He main- 
tained the religious freedom ’which the Revolution had established. 
Above all, the Pope, in signing the Concordat, formally recognized 
the republic as the legitimate government of France. It was as 
much as to say that the Catholic Church and all good Catholics at 
last recognized the Revolution as an accomplished fact. 

2. The five codes. The revolutionary assem,blies had passed 
many laws affecting the rights of persons and property — laws 
abolishing the nobility, the guilds, the parlements ; laws abolish- 
ing feudal obligations on the land laws concerning marriage and 
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divorce, the authority of fathers, the rights of children; laws 
defining crimes and regulating the procedure in courts of justice. 
In these laws there was much that was not clear, much that was 
incomplete, much that was inconsistent. In 1799 French law was 
therefore a confused mass of ancient customs and revolutionary 
legislation, so that even lawyers often found it difficult to say just 
what the law^ was. 

This means that French law needed to be codified — that is, the 
confused mass of custom and revolutionary legislation needed to 
be reduced to a brief, clear, and systematic statement. The 
National Convention began this task of codification but never 
finished it. It is one of Napoleon’s chief titles to fame that he 
completed the work of codification. Of course the actual work was 
done by the lawyers, but without Napoleon to urge them on, the 
lawyers would never have finished. Napoleon got the lawyers 
together and kept them at ■work. He insisted that it was better 
to have an imperfect code than not to have any code at all The 
reports of the lawyers w^ere discussed at length in the Council of 
State, with Napoleon presiding and taking part in the debates. 
The sessions sometimes lasted from seven o’clock .‘n the evening 
until three or four in the morning. Eminent councilors and lawyers 
would sometimes fail asleep in the small hours ; but Napoleon kept 
them at their task. ‘^Wake up, gentlemen!” he would exclaim. 
■‘We must earn our salaries.” After several years of labor five 
codes were completed, having to do with civil and criminal law and 
procedure and with commercial law. 

The most important of the codes w^as the Civil Code (1804). It 
defined the rights of persons and the law of property. In the main 
it accepted the changes brought about by the Revolution. It was 
based on the principle that all persons are free and equal before 
the law. In defining the law of property the Civil Code ac- 
cepted the w’ork of the Revolution in abolishing feudal obligations 
on the land. In respect to the law of inheritance, it provided that 
wvhen a man died a considerable part of his property must be equally 
divided among his heirs, thus making it more difficult to build up 
great landed estates such as had existed before the Revolution. 

The Criminal Code (1810) also accepted, in the main, the work 
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of the Revolution. Penalties for crimes were made the same for 
all people. Penalties were still harsh and included the death pen- 
alty and imprisonment for life, but torture and the more cruel 
punishments were abandoned. Arbitrary arrest and imprisonment 
were no longer legal, and the procedure (that is, the form of trial) 
gave to accused persons rights not enjoyed before the Revolution. 
The trial was public ; the accused was given the aid of a lawyer and 
was permitted to bring witnesses to testify in his defense ; and the 
verdict in cases of crime was rendered by a jury of citizens. Thus 
the Criminal Code also perpetuated important changes brought 
about by the Revolution. 

The codes established by Napoleon not only perpetuated the 
work of the Revolution — they also made it easy for the average 
citizen to know what the law was, what he might do and w^hat he 
might not do, and what would be the consequences of his acts. It 
was partly for this reason that the Civil Code, especially, had a 
great influence on the law^ of many countries besides P'rance. Dur- 
ing the nineteenth century it was, with some modifications, extended 
to Italy, Belgium, Holland, Bavaria, and Baden. It is still in part 
effective in our own state of Louisiana, which w^as once a P'rench 
colony. The Civil Code was, in fact, perhaps the chief way in 
which the French Revolution influenced the institutions of other 
European countries. 

The Civil Code has been well described as ^Hhe summary and 
tbe correction of the French Revolution.^’ Later, at St. Helena, 
Napoleon himself said, ^‘My glory chiefly consists, not in having 
won forty battles, but in having established the Civil Code.” 

3. Education. Before the Revolution the schools w^ere mainly 
controlled by the church. The most famous colleges were those 
of the Jesuit and Benedictine monks. The special purpose of such 
colleges was to train men for the church or the law ; their general 
purpose was to maintain the Catholic faith, the supremacy of the 
church, and the authority of the king. The revolutionary leaders 
w^re of course opposed to this system of education. Their idea 
was that the government should control education, and that it 
should provide free public schools for all citizens. In their view 
the object of the schools should be to make good and loyal citizens. 
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The National Convention discussed the subject of free public 
schools at great length, but it was too busy ever to carry out its 
projects. Napoleon continued and completed the work of the 
National Convention. If the government did not control edu- 
cation, he said, the monks would come back and manage the schools 
as they did formerly. '' The recall of the Jesuits I will not permit 1 ” 
he exclaimed. “ Let no one mention that idea to me again."’’ 
After years of discussion and experimentation, Napoleon therefore 
established what he called the Imperial University ( 1808 ). It was 
not a university as we understand the term. The Imperial Uni- 
versity included the entire system of education — primary schools, 
high schools (lycees), and schools of higher learning. The organiza- 
tion of all these schools, the subjects to be taught, the appointment 
of teachers, the payment of salaries — all this was controlled by 
the government ; that is, by Napoleon. This was necessary, ac- 
cording to Napoleon, in order that “ good principles ” might be 
taught by “ good methods.” Good methods,” he said, make 
good minds ; good principles make good citizens.” 

The fact is that Napoleon wished to control the schools for the 
same reason that he wished to control the church. He cared little 
about education or religion except as they could be used for political 
ends. He hoped that the bishops and the teachers, since they 
were appointed and paid by the government, would teach the people 
to be good citizens ” — that is, loyal to him. He had prepared 
for use in the schools a “ Catechism ” which the children were 
expected to learn. Part of it ran as follows : 

Lesson VIL Continuation of the Fourth Coivimandment 

Question. What are the duties of Christians toward the princes 
who govern them, and what in particular are our duties toward 

Napoleon ? 

Answer. Christians owe to the princes who govern them, and 
we owe ill particular toward Napoleon, our emperor, love, respect, 
obedience, fidelity, military service, and the taxes laid for the 
defense and preservation of the empire. . . 

Q. Why are we bound to ail these duties toward our emperor? 

A . Because God . . , established him as our sovereign and has 
made him the minister of His power and His image upon the earth. 
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Q. What ought to be thought of those who may be lacking in 
their duty toward our emperor? 

/i . According to the Apostle Saint Paul, they would be resisting 
the order established by God himself and would render themselves 
worthy of eternal damnation. 

NapoIeon^s schools were not very good ones. Catholics would 
not send their children to his schools. It was difficult to get good 
teachers, partly because the pay was small, partly because the 
government interfered too much with the teachers’ activities, both 
within the schools and outside of them. Nevertheless, Napoleon’s 
establishment of a system of public schools controlled by the state 
was of great importance in two ways: (i) It prevented the church 
from recovering the control of education which it had formerly 
enjoyed. (2) It helped to perpetuate the revolutionary idea that 
the government should establish schools freely open to all citizens. 
In fact, France had in the twentieth century what Napoleon aimed 
to establish — a uniform system of public schools (primary schools, 
high schools, and universities) supported and controlled by the 
government, providing instruction for all citizens on equal terms. 

A brief statement of what Napoleon did for France. Napoleon 
preserved the equality of rights which the Revolution established. 
He established an hereditary empire, and in organizing the imperial 
government he simplified and systematized the system of cen- 
tralized administration which had existed under the kings before 
the Revolution. His hereditary empire did not endure. After 
1815 the Bourbon monarchy was restored. In 1848 a republic 
was established. In 1852 the hereditary empire was restored 
(Napoleon III). In 1871 there was established the third French 
Republic, which still exists. Thus in the end France came back 
to the revolutionary ideal of a republic. But under all these forms 
of government the equality of rights established by the Revolution, 
and the centralized administration fashioned by Napoleon persisted 
with slight changes. 

II. What Napoleon Did in Europe 

Why Napoleon was not satisQed with one country to govern. 
An ordinary man would have been satisfied with one country to 
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govern. But Napoleon was not an ordinary man. Governing 
France was not enough for him ; he wished to govern the greater 
part of Europe as well — and in truth he nearly succeeded. One 
war followed another, and every victory increased his power, until 
by i8ii all of Continental Europe west of Russia and Austria was 
more or less subject to his authority. What was Napoleon’s 
object? Was he inspired solely by selfish ambition, by the love of 
glory ? Or did he have some great plan in his head for the better 
government of Europe ? 

It is difficult to answer this question, since human motives are 
never simple. Napoleon was a man of such boundless energy 
that he could not resist the temptation to meddle in the affairs of 
other European countries. Besides, he was ambitious — one of 
the most ambitious men that ever lived. Like all men of genius he 
wished to be remembered and acclaimed for having done great 
things. But still he was intelligent enough to know that he would 
not be long remembered for waging war aimlessly, merely for the 
sake of winning battles. He knew that his name would be soon 
forgotten unless he created something of lasting value. And so 
Napoleon was always the statesman, who made his wars and 
battles serve a political purpose. 

What was this purpose? We need not suppose that from the 
very first Napoleon had a clear idea, a well-matured plan for the 
reorganization of Europe. But as his conquests were extended, 
first in Italy, then in Germany, he gradually worked out a scheme 
for a European empire. By i8ii this scheme was fairly clear. 
Speaking to Fouche, one of his intimates, he said : 

How can I help it if a great power [destiny] drives me on to 
become Dictator of the world? ... I have not yet fulfilled my 
mission, and I mean to end what I have begun. We need a Euro- 
pean code of law, a European court of appeal, a uniform coinage, 
a common system of weights and measures. The same law must 
run throughout Europe. I shall fuse all the nations into one. . . 
This, my lord duke, is the only solution that pleases me. 

Napoleon never succeeded in fusing the nations of Europe iiito 
one nation. But by i8ii he had created a kind of federation of 
European states under one imperial authority, and in many of the 
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dependent states h.e had already established the system of equal 
rights which 'France had won by the Revolution. We must, now 
see how he accomplished all this. 

The first extension of French power beyond the Rhine: The 
sister republics,” i 797 ~^ 799 - The famous French diplomat 
Talleyrand, once said : The con- 
quest of the natural frontiers [the 
Rhine, the Alps, the Pyrenees] was 
the work of the Revolution ; all the 
rest was the work of Napoleon.” 

We have alread y seen how the French 
frontier was extended to the Rhine 
in the time of the Revolution (p. 249). 

The first extension of French power 
beyond the Rhine was made by the 
young Bonaparte in 1797, when he 
drove the Austrians out of northern 
Italy. The two little republics, the 

Cisalpine and the Ligurian republics, rALLEVRAND (i 754-1838) 


which were then established in North 
Italy, were modeled upon the French 
Republic, and although they w^ere 
nominally independent, they soon 
found that they we e little more 
than dependent states, proteges of 
the French government. People 
referred to them as little sisters of 
France — “ sister republics.” 

When Bonaparte went off to 
Egypt in 1798-1799 the Directory 
government created some more sister 


One of the ablest diplom,ats of the 
nineteenth centiir3A Although he 
was Pishop of Autun before the 
Revolution, he espoused the popu- 
lar cause until the 'I’crror, when he 
left France. He served Napoleon 
as minister of foreign affairs, but 
deserted iiini in. 1S14 and helped 
to establish the bourbons, whom 
he supported till 1830. Then he 
helped to establish Louis Philippe 
on the throne. One of the many 
witticisms attributed to him is; 
“Language was given to man in 
order to conceal thought.’’ Very 
appropriate for a diplomat. 


republics. In Holland there were 

many people wFo wished to imitate the French Revolution — to 
sweep away the old inequalities and establish a more democratic 
republic. The French government took up the cause of the 
republican party in Holland, and by means of diplomatic pressure 
and military force the Dutch Republic was reorganized and took 
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the name of the Batavian Republic. In much the same way the 
Swiss Confederation was transformed into the Helvetian RepubiiCy 
and the Kingdom of Naples in southern Italy was transformed into 
the Parthenopean Republic. Thus when Napoleon made peace 
with Austria (i8oi) and England (1802), French political influence 
was already predominant in the little sister republics beyond the 
Rhine — in Holland, Switzerland, and northern and southern Italy. 
Napoleon’s next extension of French influence was in Germany. 

How Napoleon began to undermine the influence of Austria in 
southern Germany: The Act of Secularization, 1803. Between 
1803 and 1806 the political organization of Germany was greatly 
changed. These changes are important, not only because they 
help us to understand Napoleon’s empire, but because they made 
the political geography of modern pre-war Germany. For these 
reasons we must try to understand these changes. 

First of all we must try to get a clear idea of Germany as it was 
before 1803. It was a most curious hodge-podge of states, big and 
little, all united in what was called the Empire,” or more exactly 

the Holy Roman Empire of the German States.” The most 
important states were xAustria and Prussia, each one strong enough 
to rank with the great powers of Europe. Then there were a 
number of secondary states, smaller than Austria and Prussia, but 
stiE of considerable size. The chief of these were Oldenburg, 
Saxony, Hanover, Nassau, and Hesse-Cassel in central and north- 
ern Germany; and Bavaria, Wiirttemberg, Baden, and Hesse- 
Darmstadt in southern Germany. Finally, there were some 
hundreds of very small states — many more than can be shown on 
an ordinary map. Some of these were city states, some were 
ecclesiastical states (cities or territories ruled by bishops of the 
Catholic church), others were insignificant possessions of innumer- 
able counts, barons, and knights of the Empire. 

Ail of these hundreds of states were united in the Empire. The 
emperor was chosen by nine of the more important rulers, known 
as electors ” ; and for centuries the electors had always chosen 
as emperor the Habsburg ruler of Austria. There was also an 
imperial diet, in which the various states were represented, either 
directly or by proxy. But the diet had almost no power at all. 
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and the emperorj outside of Austria, had very little. German 
politics turned very largely on the rivalry of the two great states, 
Austria and Prussia. The small states sided with one or the other 
as their interests seemed to demand. The principal states of South 
Germany — Bavaria, Wurttemberg, Baden, and Hesse-Darmstadt 
— were inclined to side with Austria against Prussia. But in one 
important matter the interest of Austria was opposed to that of the 
South German states. Within the boundaries of Bavaria, Wtirt- 
temberg, Baden, and Hesse-Darmstadt were located hundreds of the 
tiny states — city states, ecclesiastical states, imperial counts, 
knights, etc. Naturally the rulers of Bavaria, Wurttemberg, and 
Baden were more than willing to take over the government of the 
tiny states within their boundaries, and they would long since have 
done so except for the opposition of Austria. Here was a situation 
which Napoleon could make use of. By helping the larger states 
take over the tiny states within their boundaries, he could bind them 
to France and so weaken the influence of Austria in South Germany. 

The beginning of this agreeable business of wiping out the small 
German states goes back to the Treaty of Basel between France 
and Prussia in 1795. By that treaty Prussia ceded to France her 
territory west of the Rhine, on condition that Prussia should later 
be compensated for her loss of territory by taking over certain 
small German states east of the Rhine. By the treaties of Campo- 
Formio (1797) and of Luneviile (1801) Austria also agreed that 
those German states which ceded territory to France should be 
compensated in the same way. Thus there was lodged in the heads 
of the rulers of the secondary German states a most attractive idea. 
This idea was that with the aid of Napoleon they could enlarge 
their own territories and increase their wealth and power by an- 
nexing the territory and taking over the government of the small 
states lying within their boundaries. The result was that in 1803 
there was enacted by the German diet a decree which for con- 
venience we may call the Act of Secularization. By this act all 
the city states except six, and all the ecclesiastical states except 
one, lost their independence and were incorporated with the larger 
states within whose boundaries they were located. The states 
that profited most by this act were Prussia and the four South 
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German states of Bavaria, Wurttemberg, Baden, and Hesse- 
Darmstadt. 

The South German states found this business so agreeable that 
they at once began to take over the innumerable tiny principalities 
ruled by counts, barons, and knights. Napoleon urged them on. 
The tiny states were of no use to him, but the four chief states 
of southern Germany could help him against Austria, and the 
more he helped them the more they were likely to help him. To a 
subordinate he once expressed his purpose with brutal frankness : 

The small rulers in Germany want to be protected against the 
big; the big rulers want to rule according to their fancy. Now I 
want [from the rulers of Germany] men and money, and as it is the 
big rulers and not the small rulers who can give me both men and 
money, I leave the former in peace, and the latter must get on as 
best they can. 

The knights, threatened with destruction, appealed to Austria 
for protection. The Emperor Francis threatened to make war on 
the Duke of Bavaria unless he left the knights undisturbed. There- 
upon Napoleon made treaties with Bavaria and the other South 
German states, promising them, in case of victory against Austria, 
to round out their territories conveniently.” This was the 
beginning of the war between France and Austria in 1805. Mean- 
time, France had been at war with England since 1803, and early 
in 1805 Russia had joined with England. In 1805, therefore, 
France was at war with the three powers, England, Russia, and 
Austria. This is known as the War of the Third Coalition. 

War of the Third Coalition, 1805: How Napoleon formed the 
Rhine Confederation and ended the Holy Roman Empire, 1806. 
When the Austrian General Mack invaded Bavaria, Napoleon’s 
army was still in northern France and Belgium, where it had been 
gathered for an attempt to invade England. With more than usual 
rapidity he moved his army in five divisions south to the upper 
Rhine, where it confronted General Mack at Ulm. Then, feigning 
a direct attack upon the Austrian general, Napoleon executed one 
of his most spectacular victories by rapid fiank movements of his 
armies to the north and east, thus cutting off the retreat of the 
Austrian general. With scarcely any fighting at all General Mack 
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Napoleon in Camp at Austerlitz, 1805 ©^rauneicu 


From a painting by Lecomte du Noiiy. 

surrendered his entire army {Capitulation at Vlm^ October ^ iSof). 
As this victory was won chiefly by marching, the French soldiers 
said that they won the battle by their legs instead of their arms.” 

Napoleon then pushed eastward along the Danube and on 
December 2, 1805, won a complete victory over the combined 
Austrian and Russian armies at Austerlitz. The Russians, com- 
plaining that the Austrians were responsible for the defeat, went 
home in disgust ; and the Austrian Emperor Francis was compelled 
to make the humiliating Peace of Pressburg. 

The Peace of Pressburg (December 26, 1805) provided that 
Austria should cede, all of her scattered possessions in South Ger- 
many to Bavaria, Wtirttemberg’ and Baden. In addition Austria 
agreed that Bavaria and Wiirttemberg should become kingdoms, 
and that these, states, together with Baden and Flesse-Darmstadt, 
should no longer be included in the Holy Roman Empire, or be in 
any way dependent on Austria. Thus Napoleon took another step 
in destroying the old German political system. With South Ger- 
many in his power, and his victorious armies encam.ped from, the 
Rhine to the frontiers of Austria, he was prepared for the next step. 
This was the formation of the Rhine Confederation. 
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All the states in South Germany, big and little, now knew that 
their fate depended on Napoleon. In 1806 they all had their 
representatives in Paris bidding one against another for favors. 

; On July 17, 1806, the representatives of Bavaria, Wurttemberg, 

Baden, Hesse-Darmstadt, and twelve other states in South Germany 
were each in turn presented with a document known as the Con- 
stitution of the Rhine Confederation. Each of the sixteen repre- 
sentatives was given twenty-four hours to sign this document, and 
each was told that if he refused to sign it, the state which he repre- 
sented would forthwith cease to exist. Each of the representatives 
signed. 

The Constitution of the Rhine Confederation was in the form of 
a treaty between France and each of the sixteen states included in 
the confederation. The confederation was to be entirely inde- 
pendent of Austria and the old Empire. Napoleon was declared 
to be the Protector ” of the confederation, and each of the states 
in it was bound to support Napoleon in any war he might become 
engaged in. Finally all of the states in South Germany not named 
in the confederation (all of the innumerable tiny states ruled by 
counts, barons, knights, etc.) were abolished as states and incor- 
porated in the states that composed the confederation. 

The formation of the Confederation of the Rhine prepared the 
way for the end of the old Holy Roman Empire. In August, 1806, 
the diet of the Empire was abolished, and the Emperor Francis 
issued a pathetic document in which he formally renounced the title 
of Emperor which his family had held for more than three centuries. 
He was permitted to take the title of Emperor of Austria, but this 
title had no more meaning than the title King of Austria would have 
had. The only empire in the real sense was now the Napoleonic 
empire, and of this empire South Germany was a part, in the form of 
a protected confederation. 

How Mapoleon changed the sister republics into kingdoms, for 
the benefit of his family, 1805-1806. While building up his power 
in South Germany, Napoleon was also engaged in binding the little 
sister republics more closely to his empire. As long as France was 
a republic it was right that the little dependent states should also be 
republics. But after Napoleon assumed the title of Emperor, it 
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was more in keeping that they should be kingdoms. They could 
then be bound more closely to the empire by turning them over to 
members of Napoleon’s family. Fortunately for this scheme 
Napoleon had several brothers (Joseph, Louis, Jerome, and Lucien) 
besides a stepson (Eugene de Beauharnais). 

The first of these republics to be transformed into a kingdom was 
the Cisalpine Republic in northern Italy. March 15, 1805, Napo- 
leon issued a decree to the effect that, in view of the request ” of 
the Cisalpine Republic, the Emperor of the French is King of 
Italy.” A constitution was drawn up for the new kingdom, and 
Napoleon traveled down to Milan, -where with great pomp and 
ceremony he was crowned with the famous old iron crown of the 
Lombard kings. The crown was declared to be hereditary in his 
family; but although Napoleon retained the title of king, his step- 
son, Eugene de Beauharnais, ruled the kingdom, under the title of 
viceroy. Northern Italy thus became, not a part of France, but 
a part of Napoleon’s empire. Since the old Kingdom of Sardinia 
and the Ligurian Republic had already been annexed to France, 
the imperial authority now included all of Italy as far south as the 
frontier of the Pope’s dominions. 

The next year Napoleon took another step in subjecting Italy to 
his empire by transforming the old Parthenopean Republic into the 
Kingdom of Naples and Sicily. By a decree of March 30, 1806, he 
declared that “ by right of conquest ” Naples and Sicily make up 
part of the Grand Empire,” and that ‘‘ we recognize as King of 
Naples and Sicily our well-beloved brother Joseph Napoleon. . . . 
The King of Naples shall be forever a grand dignitary of the empire, 
under the title of Grand Elector.” Since England controlled the 
sea, the island of Sicily was never really a part of this new kingdom, 
but Naples (that is, all of southern Italy) was until 1808 governed 
by Joseph Bonaparte under the direct supervision of the Emperor 
Napoleon. 

In the same year Holland, then called the Batavian Republic, 
was also made over into a kingdom. The chief official, of the 
Batavian Republic was at that time a very old man, nearly blind, 
by the name of Schimmelpenninck. One day this. old man received 
a polite letter from Talleyrand, Napoleon’s minister for foreign 
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affairs. In this letter Talleyrand said that Napoleon was much 
concerned about the health of his friend Schimmelpenninck and 
wondered if the time had not come to relieve him of the burdens of 
government by consolidating ’’ the political institutions of Hol- 
land, Schimmelpenninck replied that his health was excellent, and 
that Holland was very well satisfied with its present government. 
Another letter from Talleyrand soon followed, in which Schimmel- 
penninck was informed that Napoleon had made up his mind that 
the government of Holland must be changed, and that the Dutch 
must at once send a commission to Paris to discuss the matter. 
Since the Butch had no powerful friends to protect them, they sent 
the commission. Without any beating about the bush, Napoleon 
told the commissioners that Holland must have a king. Otherwise 
the Butch could have any institutions they liked, but a king they 
must have, and he would give them one — his brother, Louis 
Napoleon Bonaparte. He gave the commissioners eight days to 
decide. If they refused to accept Louis as their king, he, Napoleon, 
would be forced, in the interests of peace,’’ to annex Holland to 
France, 

Of course the Butch submitted, and on May 24, 1806, there was 
signed at Paris a treaty which announced to the world that, since 
their High Mightinesses representing the Batavian Republic had 
requested that Louis Napoleon be made King of Holland, “ his 
Majesty [Napoleon] defers to this opinion and authorizes Prince 
Louis Napoleon to accept the crown of Holland.” Thus the King- 
dom of Holland, like the Kingdom of Italy and the Kingdom of 
Naples, became part of Napoleon’s empire, 

Napoleon had two brothers still unprovided with kingdoms to 
rule. Lucien he quarreled with. But there was Jerome. Was 
there no kingdom for Jerome? The very next year, sure enough^ 
a kingdom was provided for him too. But a war with Prussia was 
necessary before that could be done. 

How Napoleon conquered Prussia and , made three small states 
out of it, i8o6"-i8o7. Buring the ten years from 1795 to 1805 
Prussia had stood aside while Austria was three times defeated 
and weakened by the loss of territory. This was a fatal mistake. 
Napoleon was of course glad to remain friendly with Prussia while 
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he was fighting Austria. But now, having firmly established his 
power in Holland, in Italy, and in South Germany, he was ready 
to deal with Prussia. He made it plain to the King of Prussia 
that he must either bind himself to France by a defensive and 
offensive alliance or prepare for war. The Prussians were not 
willing to bind themselves to France. They remembered the 
glorious days of Frederick the Great and believed that their 
army was still the best in Europe. Disputes arose over many 
questions — particularly over Hanover, which Napoleon had half 
promised to turn over to Prussia but now threatened to restore 
to England. Napoleon became more and more arrogant, the Prus- 
sians more and more exasperated, and so in September, 1806, war 
broke out between France and Prussia. 

Napoleon’s army was then in South Germany, along the Main 
River. The Prussians moved their armies to the west towards the 
lower Rhine, expecting Napoleon to meet them there in order to 
defend France from invasion. Instead of doing that, Napoleon 
marched his army to the east, and then north down the valley of 
the Salle River, thus coming in behind the Prussians and cutting off 
their retreat, very much as he had cut off the retreat of General 
Mack at Uim. The Prussians then turned back, and the two 
armies, each in two divisions, met at Jena and Auerstadt, October 
14, 1806. The Prussian armies, which were not nearly so good as 
the Prussians thought them, were entirely defeated and virtually 
destroyed. Eleven days later Napoleon entered Berlin in triumph. 
Within six weeks from the beginning of the war, Prussia was a con- 
quered country, its chief cities occupied by French troops. 

In this war Prussia had been joined by Sweden, England, and 
Russia, thus forming what is known as the Fourth Coalition. 
Neither Sweden nor England could be of much help, but the 
Russian armies had still to be met. In February, 1807, Napoleon, 
aided by the Poles, met the Russians at Eylau, wKere a bloody and 
indecisive battle was fought. Although the Russians retreated, 
they were scarcely defeated. Russia then tried to get Austria to 
join the coalition; but Austria now played the same part that 
Prussia had, formerly played — she remained neutral. WTth Aus- 
tria.' neutral and Prussia helpless, Napoleon finally inflicted a crush- 
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Carriage Used by Napoleon during the Russian Campaign, 1812 

Compare this with the high-powered motor cars at the disposal of Marshal Foch 
during the Great War. Yet Napoleon had to travel much farther than Foch. 

ing defeat upon the Russians at the Battle of Friedland, June 14, 
1807.' 

After this defeat the tsar, Alexander I, was ready to make peace. 
In July the three sovereigns — Napoleon, Alexander, and Frederick 
William of Prussia — met at Tilsit, on the Niemen River, to arrange 
the treaties. Since Frederick William was virtually a conquered 
king, he had little influence. His fate depended on the other two. 
In all the comings and goings of the three sovereigns he was, there- 
fore, as the French historian Thiers says, “ a little in the rear — 
isolated, like misfortune.” He had nothing to do except listen to 
the others and accept whatever terms Napoleon and the tsar could 
agree upon ; and the terms agreed were essentially those Napoleon 
desired. Several treaties were finally arranged — treaties between 
France and Prussia, and treaties between France and Russia. 
These treaties constitute what is known as the Peace of Tilsit, 
July 7, 1807. 

By the Peace of Tilsit, Prussia was deprived of all her territory 
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west of the Elbe River and of all of her Polish provinces, thus being 
left with her original provinces of Brandenburg, Pomerania, and 
Silesia. Besides, French troops remained in Prussia, and in the 
following year Napoleon required the Prussian army to be reduced 
to 42,000 soldiers, so that after 1807 Prussia remained a secondary 
state about the size of Bavaria, virtually under the domination of 
France. 

Out of the territory taken from Prussia Napoleon created two new 
states. The Polish territory formerly belonging to Prussia was 
erected into the Duchy of Warsaw, nominally independent, but 
really governed by the French ambassador at Warsaw and the 
French general who commanded the Polish army. At the same 
time the territory west of the Elbe River formerly belonging to 
Prussia was united with certain other German states to make the 
new Kingdom of Westphalia, to be governed by Napoleon’s brother 
Jerome as king. Meantime the three Hanse cities (Hamburg, 
Liibeck, and Bremen) and the city of Danzig were occupied by 
French troops and virtually governed by Napoleon’s generals. 
Thus Napoleon destroyed Prussia as a great power and brought 
North Germany under the sway of his empire. 

One other thing Napoleon accomplished by the Peace of Tilsit, 
He made peace with Russia, and the tsar and Napoleon agreed for 
the future to be friends and allies. Alexander agreed to help 
Napoleon against England, if England refused to make peace, and 
Napoleon agreed to help the tsar against the Turks, if the Turks 
refused to make peace. Napoleon, by his blandishments, led the 
tsar to think that from now on the two great powers, France and 
Russia, would share Europe between them and in due time proceed 
to the conquest of the world. This was almost certainly not 
Napoleon’s real purpose, but he made the tsar think it was. 

Napoleon’s empire in 1810 and his plans for extending it. By 
" 1807 Napoleon’s imperial authority extended far beyond the 
frontiers of France. It included virtually all of Continental 
Europe west of Russia and Austria, We may represent that im- 
perial authority by a diagram (see page 291). 

By comparing this diagram with the map on page 290, you can 
easily see both the extent and the character of the Napoleonic 
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empire. What Napoleon was doing was this: He was gradually 
breaking up the great states like Prussia and Austria, he was 
gradually creating a number of secondary states ; he was subjecting 
these secondary states, in one way or another, to the directing 
authority of a single European empire. 

Emperor Napoleon 


France 

— M ilitary — 

Kingdoms ruled 

— Protectorates 

— States - — 

governed under 

i districts 

by members of the 
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Kra. of Holland 

Km. of Spain (p. 295) 
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the Rhine 
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Yet Napoleon was not content merely to unite the states of 
Europe into one federated empire. He wished also to establish 
throughout Europe a certain uniformity of rights and institutions. 
Therefore, as fast as he extended his imperial authority beyond the 
frontiers of France, he introduced, or tried to introduce, into the 
subject countries, the equality of rights and the admdnistraim 
system which had been established in France, Napoleon wished to 
confer upon Europe what he regarded as the beneficial results of the 
French Revolution 

These changes were never fully made in the subject countries of 
the empire. But generally speaking, by i8io the French system of 
administration and the French Civil Code had replaced the institu- 
tions of the Old Regime in Holland, Switzerland, in the German 
countries along the Rhine, in parts of South Germany, and in all of 
Italy. Napoleon never completed his empire. Fie had scarcely 
made more than a beginning when he was overthrow^n. But from 
this beginning it is clear w-hat he had in mind to do. If he had 
succeeded there would have been in Europe, not many sovereign 
states, but perhaps a federation of states under the control of the 
Napoleonic empire. 

The Romans maintained peace in the Western world for two 
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hundred years. They established a high level of prosperity and 
civilization. Do you think Napoleon's empire, if he had succeeded, 
would have done as much? Would it have been better for Europe 
in the long run if he had succeeded? Would the Great War of 1914 
have been avoided? It is possible. But the historian can at best 
tell only what happened, not what might have happened. What 
happened was that after 1807 Napoleon found it increasingly 
difficult to manage the vast and complicated empire which he had 
built up, and after 1810 it came crashing down on his head, burying 
him, as it were, in the ruins. 

III. Why Europe Became Tired op Napoleon and Sent 
Him Oep to St. Helena 

Why Napoleon failed to maintain his European power. Many 
reasons could be found for Napoleon's failure; but there is one 
reason which includes all the rest. Napoleon failed because, as is 
the case with most of us, his mind had a blind side " — a side with 
no windows in it. He could clearly see that people are often 
influenced by fear, force, cupidity, vanity, love of comfort — in 
a word, by material self-interest ; and no one was ever more skillful 
in getting people to do what he wanted by playing upon these 
motives. But one thing Napoleon never quite understood. He 
never understood that people are sometimes influenced by emotions, 
sentiments, or ideals which may be more or less directly opposed to 
their material self-interests ; nor did he ever qiyite understand that 
these motives may sometimes be far more powerful than the other 
kind. 

Now there were three very powerful general sentiments or ideals 
which were directly opposed to Napoleon’s imperial schemes. One 
of these was the loyalty of the ruling aristocracies in Europe to the 
govemiiients and institutions which Napoleon was trying to destroy. 
Kings and nobles in every country were opposed to Napoleon's 
schemes because he threatened the independence of their respective 
states. Besides, kings and nobles regarded Napoleon as the very 
personification of that dreaded enemy, the French Revolution, be- 
cause he was actually doing in Europe what the Revolution had 
done in France he was depriving the kings of their power and the 
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nobles of their privileges. Thus the ruling classes in. Europe were 
opposed to Napoleon, not only because he threatened their ma- 
terial interests but because he aroused in them a powerful emotional 
sentiment — loyalty to their own kings. 

But how about the common people? We m,ight suppose that 
they would support Napoleon, since he freed them from the yoke of 
kings and gave them equal rights with the privileged classes. 
Napoleon apparently thought so. When his brother Jerome 
became King of W^estphalia, Napoleon assured him that his Ger- 
man subjects, once having experienced the advantages of French 
institutions, would never wish to be restored to Prussian govern- 
ment. It is true that at first many Germans and Italians wel- 
comed Napoleon as a deliverer. They imagined that their dream 
of political liberty and equality of rights might now be realized. 
But they found that Napoleon’s government was little less burden- 
some than that of their former kings. So as time passed the people 
in Germany, in Italy, and even in France, became restive. How- 
ever beneficial Napoleon’s government might be in a material way, 
they still cherished the ideal of political liberty. They wanted to 
govern themselves instead of being governed, however well, by 
him. 

Finally, the Napoleonic conquests intensified the powerful senti- 
ment of nationality. After all, it W'ES not pleasant for Italians and 
Germans to see the French armies overrunning their countries. 
They resented being dominated by foreigners, even though they 
might benefit by it in a material way. On the w^hole they were 
more prosperous and better governed than formerly ; but they felt 
that these benefits were purchased at a heavy price. French 
officials and army officers and soldiers were everywdiere about — 
on the streets, in the cafes, in the theaters ; and they were likely to 
be arrogant and supercilious. Italians and Germans found this 
humiliating. In the end they felt that it would be better to be 
governed by their owm people, even by their kings and nobles, than 
by the conceited Frenchmen who lorded it over them. 

Napoleon’s empire might have been a good thing' for Europe if 
the people of Europe had cared for nothing but their material com- 
fort and well-being. But the larger his empire grew, and the more 



294 


THE AGE OF POLITICAL REVOLUTION 


effectively his imperial authority was established, the more he 
encountered the opposition of these three intangible but powerful 
sentiments: (i) the loyalty of the upper classes to their kings; 

(2) the aspiration of the middle classes for political liberty ; and 

(3) the angry resentment of all classes against the meddling of 
Frenchmen in their affairs. Victor Hugo said that “ God finally 
became bored by Napoleon.” Perhaps this is another way of say- 
ing that the people of Europe finally became bored by him. We 
must now see how, after 1807, Napoleon’s difiiculties increased, and 
how his great empire finally collapsed. 

How Napoleon tried to destroy English commerce by the Con- 
tinental system, and found it a bigger job than he thought it would 
be, 1806-1812. Napoleon had alivays disliked the English. He 
called them a nation of “ shopkeepers,” thinking that they cared 
only for money and that their political power depended solely on 
their extensive commerce. In 1806-1807 Napoleon therefore 
devised a grand scheme, known as the Continental system,” for 
the destruction of English commerce. The object of Napoleon’s 
scheme was to close the European ports to the importation of 
English manufactured and colonial commodities. He was quite 
willing, even anxious, to have England buy goods of the European 
countries. But he wanted England to pay for these goods in 
money. In this way Napoleon hoped to drain England of her 
gold, with the idea of lowering prices in England, and ruining 
English merchants and traders. England of course wished to 
prevent Napoleon from carrying out his purpose ; so she used all 
her power to keep the European ports open and force her goods into 
Europe. 

Napoleon soon found that he could not keep English goods out 
of Europe. There were three points on the European coast where 
English goods were entering, in spite of all he could do. These 
were : (i) the great German ports of Hamburg, Ltibeck, and Bre- 
men, near the mouths of the Elbe and Weser rivers ; (2) the Dutch 
ports round the mouth of the Rhine ; (3) the port of Lisbon, in 
Portugal, which for more than a hundred years had been friendly 
with England. Napoleon therefore determined to get these three 
regions more, directly under Ms control . .. 
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London Custom House 

From a drawing by Rowlandson, in The Microcosm of London ^ published in iSoS. 
At this time Napoleon was trying to destroy English commerce. 


In 1807 he made an alliance with the King of Spain for the con- 
quest and partition of Portugal. But before this was carried out, 
a quarrel between the Spanish king and his son so weakened the 
Spanish government that Napoleon thought it would be simpler 
to conquer Spain itself, and then take possession of Portugal, He 
thought the conquest of Spain would be a simple matter. He 
would march a small army to Madrid, take possession of the 
government, and that would end the business. It would, he said, 
take a month or two and require about 25,000 men. Well, he sent 
his army to Madrid and transferred his own brother Joseph from 
the throne of Naples to the throne of Spain (1808). That much 
was easily done. 

But much to Napoleon’s surprise, this did not end the affair. 
Far from it. The Spaniards were a very proud people, with an 
intense feeling of national independence. They w^ere infuriated by 
Napoleon’s action ; and so, although their army had been defeated 
and their government overthrown, they did not submit. They 
organized a popular national resistance, a kind of guerilla warfare, 
and Napoleon found that in order to maintain his power in Spain he 
required, not merely 25,000 men but 300,000, Besides, the English 
sent an army under Wellesley (afterwards the famous Duke of 
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Wellington who led the English at the Battle of Waterloo) to help 
the Portuguese ; and so Napoleon was unable even to carry out his 
original purpose, which was to get control of the port of Lisbon. 

Meantime, the heroic resistance of the Spanish people encouraged 
the people of Germany and Austria. If the Spanish people could 
resist Napoleon, why couldn’t they do so? So the people of South 
Germany began to organize secretly; and the Austrian govern- 
ment thought that the time had now come to free Germany from 
Napoleon’s power. In 1809 Austria therefore made war on Napo- 
leon once more. For the first time Napoleon was forced to accept 
a war which he would have preferred to postpone. He tried to get 
his ally, Alexander of Russia, to keep Austria quiet. But the tsar’s 
friendship for Napoleon was now cooling, and he did nothing. 

Napoleon had therefore to wage war with Austria in 1809, when 
he was deep in Spanish difficulties and wished to busy himself with 
the commercial w^ar with England. It was a more difficult war 
than the previous one against Austria. In crossing the Danube at 
Aspern and Essling, he got himself into a trap ; but he managed 
by a clever trick to get out, and finally defeated the Austrians at 
the Battle of Wagram (1809). Then the Austrians, as usual, made 
peace. They made peace by ceding the province of Galicia to the 
Duchy of Warsaw, and the provinces round the Adriatic to Napo- 
leon, who erected them into the Illyrian provinces ” {Peace of 
Vunm, October 10 y iSog), Thus Napoleon won the war. But he 
barely won it. Wagram was not so brilliant a victory as Austerlitz, 
and one has a feeling that Napoleon’s power in Europe had begun 
to slip. For the first time he was forced to do certain important 
things before he w^as ready to do them. He was no longer con- 
trolling circumstances as he seemed to do formerly ; on the con- 
trary, circumstances were beginning to control him. The great 
imperial machine which he had constructed was beginning to run 
away with him. 

All this time Napoleon had kept up the commercial war against 
England, and after the Austrian war he endeavored to prosecute 
it more vigorously. In order to control more effectively the ports 
on the north coast, he abolished the Kingdom of Holland and 
annexed to France both Holland and the north coast of Germany as 



NAPOLEON SETS FRANCE RIGHT SIDE UP 


297 


far east as Liibeck (i8io). Partly for the same reason he annexed 
the Papal States also (1809), thus gaining control of Rome and the 
mouth of the Tiber. At the same time he issued several decrees 
imposing drastic penalties for the importation of English or colonial 
goods into Europe. These measures greatly restricted English 
imports, and if Napoleon could have continued them for several 
years the result might have been disastrous for British commerce. 
But unfortunately for Napoleon he soon quarreled with the Tsar 
Alexander, and this quarrel marks the beginning of the end, not 
only of the Continental system, but of Napoleon/s empire. 

How Napoleon quarreled with the tsar, and how the Russians 
defeated Napoleon by not knowing when they were beaten, 1812. 
In 1807 Napoleon had convinced the Tsar Alexander by his cajol- 
eries that the alliance with France would mean great things for 
Russia — the occupation of Constantinople, for example. But as 
time passed the tsar began to see that Napoleon was only making 
use of him for his own ends. Plis friendship for Napoleon therefore 
became every \Tar a little cooler, and in iSii the two great men 
quarreled in good earnest. Alexander complained that the closing 
of Russian ports by the Continental s\^stem was injuring Russia 
more than it injured England, and all for the benefit of France. 
He was offended by the annexation of North Germany to France. 
He was alarmed because Napoleon, having divorced his first wife, 
Josephine, had married Marie Louise of Austria, thus forming an 
alliance that boded no good to Russia. But what disturbed the 
tsar most of all was the fear that Napoleon intended sooner or later 
to deprive Russia of the province of .Lithuania, in order to restore 
the ancient Kingdom of Poland. xAllied with Austria, and with 
Poland under his control, he could dispense w’ith Russia and bring 
southeastern Europe, including Constantinople, within the sphere 
of his empire. 

So convinced was the tsar that Napoleon intended to restore the 
Kingdom of Poland that he decided to do it first. In 1812 the tsar 
accordingly proclaimed the restoration of Poland, of course under 
Russian suzerainty, and sent a Russian army to the Polish frontier 
to carry out the project. Napoleon could not permit this, so he 
gathered a great army in Saxony in order to resist the tsar. In 
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June lie crossed the Nlemen River into Lithuania with an army of 
about 45O5O00 men. He doubtless expected the Russians to defend 
Lithuania; and he hoped that after he had defeated the tsar in 
a decisive battle or two, the tsar would make peace with him on his 
own terms. That is what the Austrians had always done, and 
why should the Russians not do the same ? 

But the Russians refused to play the game in that way. Instead 
of defending Lithuania, the Russians retreated. First they re- 
treated to Smolensk, the gateway to Old Russia ; defeated there 
they again retreated on the road to Moscow. At Borodino they 
made another stand ; barely defeated there, with great losses on 
both sides, the Russian army again retreated, to Moscow and be- 
3mnd, leaving the ancient and beloved capital open to Napoleon, 
w’-hose army entered the city on September 14. Surely, Napoleon 
thought, the tsar would make peace now that Moscow ivas in his 
hands. He was astonished to find that the government officials, 
together with most of the wealthy and important people, had 
abandoned Moscow. In Moscow^ he found neither an army to 
fight nor a government to negotiate with. Russia was a large 
country. There was plenty of room in it for all concerned — for 
the French as well as for the Russians. The tsar and his officials 
w^ere far away in St. Petersburg, and there the tsar remained, 
making no sign. 

Napoleon remained in Moscow until October 19, waiting for the 
tsar to make peace. Moscow soon caught fire and burned for 
several days. Some historians say that the Russians deliberately 
set fire to M'oscow^ In any case a deserted city, without police 
protection, filled with foreign soldiers camping in empty houses, 
was almost certain to catch fire. But of course the Russians be- 
ieved the French had deliberately set fire to the city ; and the 
destruction of their ancient and half-sacred capital infuriated them, 
so that they were now^ more than ever determined on no account to 
submit to Napoleon. Their armies might not defeat Mm, but their 
immense country would. They would let him, stay as long as he 
liked, and go wffien he got ready, and see what good, it did him. 
Once more Napoleon had blundered. Once more he had .e,n- 
countered the incomprehensible force of a nation'^s resentm,en,t and 
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Musee de Versailles 


IMarshal Ney and the Rear-Guard in the Retreat from Moscow, 1812 

Marshal Ney is in the center, with a gun in his left hand. To the left is a wagon 
with wounded. Note that after every shot the muskets had to be loaded from 
the muzzle with powder and the bullet pressed down by a ramrod. How many 
shots could one soldier fire in an hour? How many can be fired from a modern 
repeater, or from a machine gun ? 

resistance. He could not meet it. Five weeks he remained in 
Moscow, and then, with an army diminished by desertion and ill- 
ness, he retreated through rain and sleet and snow, over the same 
road he had come. It was a rout. The soldiers died by thousands 
from exposure or want of food. Thousands deserted. Thousands 
were mercifully taken or killed by the Russian troops that hung 
on the rear and flanks of the retreating army. 

Between June 24 and September 15, Napoleon had taken into 
Russia about 530,000 soldiers. When he recrossed the Niemen 
River in December, 100,000 soldiers crossed with him. What had 
become of the others ? Of that immense army, 50,000 had deserted ; 
130,000 were prisoners; 250,000 had perished. It w^as.an un- 
paralleled disaster — an entire army of half a million destroyed,, 
and nothing accomplished. 
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How Napoleon was defeated by Ms enemies^ deserted by' Ms 
subjects, and sent off to Elba, 1813-1814. The retreat from Moscow 
was more than a military disaster. It destroyed the myth that 
Napoleon was unbeatable. He had won so many victories that 
people had come to think that fate was somehow on his side. Now 
his enemies took courage, thinking that fortune had at last deserted 
him. 

Napoleon hurried back to Paris to raise a new army in order to 
hold his power in Germany, against a new coalition of European 
powers. In March, 1813, Russia and Prussia formed an alliance, 
but for some months Austria refused to join, because she was 
almost as much afraid of Russia as of Napoleon. At first, therefore, 
Napoleon had to meet only the Russian and Prussian armies. 
These he defeated in May, 1813, but instead of pusMng his advan- 
tage he agreed to a truce, hoping to win the tsar to his side again 
by promising to give up Poland. But the tsar stuck to the alliance 
with Prussia, and in the summer Austria joined the coalition. The 
war w^as then renewed, and on October 16-19, 1813, at the great 
Battle of Leipzig (sometimes called the Battle of the Nations) the 
coalition completely defeated Napoleon and drove his broken army 
back across the Rhine into France. 

Instead of invading France at once, the allies entered into 
negotiations with Napoleon. They did this for twm reasons. First, 
they found it difficult to agree among themselves as to what they 
should do with Napoleon and France in case they were victorious. 
Second, they were not sure how the French people would take an 
invasion of France. The French people, who cared little about 
helping Napoleon keep his power in Germany, might resent an 
invasion of their country. The allies remembered the national 
resistance to invasion in 1793, and they wondered if that would 
happen again. For these reasons the allies offered to make peace 
with Napoleon if he would be content with France alone — France 
with her natural frontiers, the Rhine, the Alps, and the Pyrenees. 
They gave Napoleon until December 2 to accept these terms. 
Napoleon accepted these terms at the last moment, but his accept- 
ance did not reach the allies on December 2, and so they crossed the 
Rhine into France and began the march towards Paris. 
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The allies were probably glad that Napoleon's reply did not reach 
them in time ; for they had now learned that the French people 
would probably not support Napoleon very ■ vigorously. They 
therefore no longer wished to make peace with Napoleon, but to get 
rid of him altogether and restore the Bourbon monarchy in France. 
To reassure the French people, they accordingly issued what is 
known as the Declaration of Frankfurt (December i, 1813), in 
which they explained that in invading France they were not making 
war on the French people, but upon Napoleon only. They said 
that they had offered Napoleon generous terms of peace, which he 
had rejected. Therefore, they said, it was Napoleon's fault that 
they were invading France, and they hoped the French people 
would side with them against Napoleon, who had so long disturbed 
the peace of the world. The allies asked the French people to 
desert Napoleon, just as President Wilson, in his famous notes of 
1918, asked the German people to desert Kaiser William. 

Well, the French people did virtually desert Napoleon. They 
had become weary of his exploits, especially now that he was lighting 
a losing battle. His continual wars meant that every year the taxes 
were higher, every year more young men were conscripted for the 
armies — and all for a European empire which did them little good. 
Besides, every year Napoleon’s government of France became more 
despotic and he himself less approachable and more irritable. So 
it was almost with indifference that the French people watched 
Napoleon make his last desperate resistance. Fighting brilliantly 
against overwhelming odds, he was driven slowly back along the 
Marne River towards Paris. Learning, too late, that Paris was 
being attacked in his rear, he retired to Fontainebleau. 

The allied armies entered Paris on March 31, 1814. But the 
government of Napoleon had already collapsed. The French 
Senate, under the lead of Talleyrand, had already arranged with the 
allies for the restoration of the Bourbon monarchy ; on April 2 it 
voted to depose Napoleon, and four days later it proclaimed Louis 
XVIII King of France. Beaten by his enemies and deserted by Ms 
friends, Napoleon would still have fought on ; but when even his 
generals refused to obey him he gave up. On April ii he signed 
Ms abdication, resigning for himself and his heirs the thrones of 
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Musee de Versailles 

Napoleon Saying Farewell to His Generals after the Abdication at 
Fontainebleau, 1814 

From a painting by Vernet. Napoleon’s secretary described this incident: 
Napoleon took General Petit in his arms and kissed the flag, and the silence 
. . . was broken only by the sobs of the soldiers.” 

France and Italy, In return, the allied governments agreed that he 
might retain the title of Emperor ; and, in order that he might have 
something to govern with this magnificent title, they gave him the 
tiny island of Elba, on condition that he would never leave it. 

How Hapoleon came back from Elba, was joyously received, 
again defeated, and at last carried off to St. Helena, 1815. Having 
now, as they thought, got rid of Napoleon forever, the allies signed 
with Louis XVIII the first Treaty of Paris (May 30, 1814), By 
this treaty, peace was declared between France and the allied 
powers. The boundaries of France were declared to be the same as 
they had been on January i, 1792, so that France was given, not 
the Rhine frontier, but very nearly the same frontier that she had 
had before the Revolution. No indemnity was exacted by this 
treaty. The allies assumed that all the trouble had been caused by 
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Napoleon and that France, being as glad to get rid of Napoleon as 
they were, would now behave herself in a becoming manner. 

But Napoleon w’-as not quite done for yet. On February 26, 
1815, he slipped out of Elba and landed on the south coast of 
France. Two things led him to suppose he might recover his 
power. The first was that the allied powers, who were now assem- 
bled at Vienna trying to arrange a settlement of the Europe which 
Napoleon had turned upside down, had recently got into a serious 
quarrel over the disposal of Poland and Saxony. At one time 
Austria, England, and France were on the point of making war on 
Russia and Prussia, and partly for that reason Napoleon thought 
the time was ripe to return. He also knew that the Bourbon 
government in France was now very unpopular. After nine 
months the peasants and middle classes were thoroughly dissat- 
isfied with the new king, Louis XVHI, and especially with the 
returning emigrant nobles and priests who gathered about him, 
thinking to get back their former privileges and property. 

So Napoleon returned to France, landing at Cannes on March i, 
1815. His journey to Paris was a triumphal march. Everywhere 
the people greeted him with joyous enthusiasm. Meeting some old 
soldiers sent to arrest him, the “ Little Corporal threw open his 
coat with a dramatic gesture and invited them to fire on their former 
leader. They threw down their arms and embraced him, weeping. 
Everywhere it w^as the same ; and when Napoleon reached Paris, 
poor old Louis XVIII had already bundled his family into carriages 
which were trundling off toward the Belgian frontier. 

For a Hundred Days ” Napoleon again ruled in France. Once 
more he raised an army ~ the last one he ever commanded and 
moved north into Belgium, where the English and Prussians were 
located. On June 15-16 he succeeded in dividing the English 
forces of Wellington and the Prussian forces of Bliicher at Ligny and 
Quatre Bras. As his object was to take Brussels, the capital of 
Belgium, Napoleon moved northward on that road until he was 
stopped by Wellington at Waterloo. Meantime, Napoleon had 
sent Grouchy to follow the Prussian general, Bliicher, who had 
retreated from Charleroi along the road to Wavre, and keep him 
from joining Wellington. On the i8th of June Napoleon launched 
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his army against Wellington at Waterloo for five hours in vain; 
and of course, while he was expecting Grouchy to look after Bliicher, 
Wellington was hoping that Bliicher would give Grouchy the slip 
and come to the aid of the English. As it happened, Bliicher’s 
army was sighted about four o'clock in the afternoon, coming from 
the direction of Wavre. Bliicher's arrival turned the virtual defeat 
of Napoleon into a rout. He had lost 30,000 soldiers and ail of his 
guns; and when he reached Paris on June 21, still determined do 
resist the approaching allies, he found that his power had collapsed 
in France as well as in Europe, The emperor had played his last 
card and lost the game. 

On July 7, 1815, the allies again entered Paris. Once more 
Louis XVIII was restored to the throne, and once more he signed 
a treaty with the European powers — the second Treaty of Paris 
(November 20, 1815). By this treaty an indemnity of 700,000,000 
francs was exacted from France, and as a guarantee of good behavior 
and the payment of the indemnity, foreign troops were to be 
stationed in France for a period of years (actually until 1818). 

This time the allies were determined to take no chances with 
Napoleon. Stripped of his titles, and publicly proclaimed an 

enemy and disturber of the tranquillity of the world,” he was 
carried off to the distant isle of St. Helena, where he was carefully 
guarded by a British garrison. Napoleon was forty-six years old 
when he landed on the island of St. Helena. For nearly six years, 
in that silent and lonely retreat, far from the world’s affairs, the 
Mttle man in the cocked hat, who for fifteen years had shaped the 
destinies of Europe, fretted avray his life in idleness and despair. 
He died on May 5, 1821, at the age of fifty-one. 

QUESTIONS 

1. How would you define a great man”? Was Napoleon a greater 
man than Lincoln? than Shakespeare? What were the qualities that 
enabled Napoleon to accomplish more than ordinary men? 

2. How did Napoleon first become famous? What was the Treaty 
0! Campo-Formio ? the Cisalpine Republic? What is a coup d’etat? 
How was the Directory overturned? 

3. What were the chief features of the Constitution of the Decennial 
Consulate? How w^as Napoleon’s government modified in 1802? in 



305 


306 


THE AGE OF POLITICAL REVOLUTION 


1804? Why had the people ceased to care much about the republic i' 
Why were they willing to submit to Napoleon? Why did Napoleon 
use the name “Citizen Bonaparte’’ until 1802, and then change to 
“ Napoleon Bonaparte ” ? 

4. What steps did Napoleon take to maintain the changes brought 
about by the Revolution? What was the Concordat? Why was it 
important? What was the Civil Code? What ground is there for 
saying that the Civil Code was Napoleon’s greatest title to fame? How 
did Napoleon organize the public schools? What part of Napoleon’s 
work in reorganizing France was permanent? 

5. Do you think Napoleon worked out his plan for the reconstruction 
of Europe beforehand, or w^orked it out as he went along ? What were 
the causes of the w^ar wnth Austria in 1805? What changes were made 
in the political organization of Germany bet-ween 1803 and 1806? in 
the political organization of Italy? What were the results of the war 
with Prussia in 1807? What was the extent of Napoleon’s empire in 
1807? What were the various dependent states? How did Napoleon 
aim to change the social and economic institutions of Germany and Italy ? 

6. What was Napoleon’s aim in establishing the “Continental sys- 
tem”? How^ did he become involved in the conquest of Spain? In 
what W'ay did he miscalculate the difficulties? How did the Spanish 
affair lead to the Austrian war of 1809? How did Napoleon try to 
strengthen the Continental system in 1810? 

7. What w'ere the causes of the breach between Russia and Napoleon 
in 1812? Why was the “Polish question” important for Alexander? 
for Napoleon? What did Napoleon expect to accomplish by the Rus- 
sian campaign in 1 8 1 2 ? Why did he go on to Moscow ? Why did he re- 
main in Moscow five ’weeks ? Why did he retreat from Moscow without 
having made peace ? Why was the retreat a disaster ? 

8. Why did Austria not join Russia and Prussia in the spring cam- 
paign in 1813? What terms were offered Napoleon in the summer of 
1813? What was the importance of the Battle of Leipzig? Was this 
a more decisive battle than Waterloo ? Give the reason for your answer. 

9. What terms did the allies offer Napoleon at Frankfurt in November, 
1813 ? Why did they hesitate to invade France? Why did the French 
people not support Napoleon with much enthusiasm in 1814? What 
were the terms of the first Treaty of Paris? Why did Napoleon return 
to France in 1815 ? What were the terms of the second Treaty of Paris? 
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C HAPTER X. HOW THE GREAT POWERS TRIED TO SAFE- 
GUARD EUROPE AGAINST REVOLUTIONS, AND HOW THE 
PEOPLE KEPT ON MAKING REVOLUTIONS IN SPITE OF THEM, 
1815-1848 

The golden age of the human race is not behind as, bat ahead of us; our fathers will 
never see il, our children mill see it some day; it is for us to prepare the way, 

Saint-Simon 

Why this chapter is divided into three parts. When Napoleon 
was sent off to St. Helena, not many people were altogether sorry. 
Even the French people, who had admired Napoleon and were 
proud of the glory he had conferred on France, were tired of con- 
stant war, and so they were inclined to say, “ Well, he was a great 
man, but he turned the world upside down too much.” 

The kings, statesmen, and nobles of Europe of course felt much 
more strongly about it. They were very glad indeed to get rid of 
Napoleon. They regarded the Revolution as a kind of wild out- 
burst of anarchy and atheism, and Napoleon’s exploits as the 
natural result of the Revolution. They commonly referred to the 
Revolution as ''Jacobinism,” and to Napoleon’s activities as 
" Bonapartism,” and to them these words had much the same 
frightful sound that the word " bolshevism ” has for many people 
today. For nearly twenty-five years the rulers and statesmen had 
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been fighting Jacobinism, and Bonapartism^ and in 1815 they felt 
that at last they had the upper hand. For the first time they felt 
secure. They were firmly convinced that through their efforts 
European civilization had been saved from, destruction. , Natu- 
rally, therefore, they wished as far as possible to restore the political 
system of Europe as it had been before the Revolution and Napoleon 
came to disturb it. They felt that if they could dress Europe up 
again in its old clothes it wmuld behave as it had formerly done. 

But the kings and nobles who felt that the political system of 
Europe could be set back twenty-five years were mistaken. Their 
fear and hatred of Napoleon blinded them to the reality of things. 
Europe would never again behave as it had done before 1789. For 
the Revolution had occurred, and Napoleon had lived and per- 
formed his extraordinary exploits, and these were facts which could 
not be undone by looking the other way. People might be tired of 
Napoleon and his wars, but the revolutionary ideal of Liberty, 
Equality, Fraternity ” was too attractive to be abandoned. Sooner 
or later the mass of the people would demand a share in the control 
of their own governments. 

For some years after 1815 the upper classes had things much 
their own way. They made what was called the “ Settlement of 
1815 at the Congress of Vienna. Afterwards they organized the 

Concert of Europe ” and by diplomacy and force tried to suppress 
radical ideas and revolutionary movements. For ten years they 
w^ere fairly successful ; but then a more liberal spirit spread abroad, 
which culminated first in the revolutions of 1830-1:832, and later in 
the widespread upheaval known as the revolutions of 1848,” 
We may therefore conveniently divide this chapter into three parts : 
(i) the Settlement of 1815 and the Concert of Europe; (2) the 
revolutions of 1830-1832 ; and (3) the revolutions of 1848, 

I. The Settlement of 1815 and the Concert of Europe 

How the great powers made the Settlement of 1815 at the Con- 
gress of Vienna, 1814-1815. The fall of Napoleon's empire left 
innumerable questions to be settled — the boundaries of Austria? 
Russia, and Prussia ; the fate of Poland ; the political organization 
of Italy and Germany. To settle all these questions a congress of 
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the European powers was assembled, which is known as the Com 
gress of Vienna, 1814-1815. ^ 

It was a brilliant company that assembled in the ancient capital 
of Austria. There was Tsar Alexander of Russia, Emperor Francis 
of Austria, and King Frederick William of Prussia. There were 
the most famous statesmen of Europe, among them Castlereagh 
and the Duke of Wellington from England, Nesselrode from Russia, 
Hardenberg from Prussia, the famous Metternich from xAustria, and 
the still more famous Talleyrand from France. Besides the official 
representatives, innumerable ladies and gentlemen of Europe's 
social aristocracy ca me to dance and gossip and intrigu e. The mass 
of the people had no representatives at the Congress of Vienna and 
no way of making their wishes known there. It was an assembly of 
kings, nobles, and other high-placed favorites of fortune who knew 
not what the people were thinking. They themselves were think- 
ing that the days of war and revolution were over, that all the 
nonsense about liberty and equality was a thing of the past. 

xAlthough many small states were represented, the principal 
decisions of the Congress of Vienna were made by the five great 
powers — Russia, Austria, Prussia, England, and France. After 
much discussion and some bitter quarrels a great many treaties were 
drafted and signed. These treaties, together with the second 
Treaty of Paris which restored the Bourbon monarchy in France, 
constituted what the statesmen of that time called the Settlement 
of 1815. In making that settlement the great powers were guided 
by three main aims, which they called the principles of comp ensation, 
festomtion, md marantees.^ — * 

Compensation. Each great power, and each little power too, 
wished to get as much as possible for itself in the way of territory 
and political advantage. France obtained less than the other 
great powers, but by the second Treaty of Paris she acquired a little 
more territory than she had had before 1789. Prussia wanted all 
of her former territory back again, but since Russia demanded the 
greater part of Poland, Prussia was “ compensated ” by taking 
Swedish Pomerania, one-third of Saxony, and a large block of 
territory on both sides of the Rhine, which included such important 
cities as Cologne and Koblenz. Austria received back her former 
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Adjusting the Balance o.f Power after Napoleon’s Abdication 

From a contemporary cartoon. The great powers at the Congress of Vienna 
are quarreling over the spoils. Great Britain is taking all the money out of 
the chest. Russia and Prussia are squabbling over Saxony and Poland. Aus- 
tria is sitting on Poland and has Italy near by. The small powers in the back- 
ground are patiently waiting to see what, if anything, is left for them. 

province of Galicia ; and for the loss of Belgium, which she did not 
want, she received Salzburg, the Tyrol, and the Italian provinces of 
Venetia and Lombardy. England received nothing on the conti- 
nent of Europe, but she added to her colonial possessions the islands 
of Malta and Ceylon, and the Cape of Good Hope, besides some 
territories of less importance in Africa and the West Indies. 

Restoration. Besides adding to their own possessions, the great 
powers washed to safeguard Europe from the radical ideas wLich 
might lead to revolution. This they sought to do by restoring, as 
far as possible, the old ruling dynasties which had been overturned 
by the Revolution or by Napoleon. The Bourbon kings were 
restored in France, Spain, and Naples. The old rulers were 
restored in the Papal States, Tuscany, Sardinia, and some of the 
.German states. The hundreds of tiny German states that had 
disappeared between 1803 and 1806 were not restored; but Ger- 
many w^as. still divided into a great number of states (thirty-eight in 
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all) ; and in place of the old Empire there was now a German Con- 
federation, so devised that Austrian and Prussian influence was 
again dominant in Germany, as it had been before 1789. Italy was 
likewise divided into many small states whose autocratic rulers were 
for the most part bound hand and foot to Austria. Thus with the 
old autocracies restored in most states, and with Austrian influence 
once more predominant in Italy and Germany, the great powers felt 
that they had done much to safeguard Europe from the danger of 
revolutions and radical ideas. 

Guarantees. For twenty-five years Europe had suffered from 
military aggression on the part of France. Above all, the states- 
men at Vienna wished to guarantee Europe against this danger in 
the future. This they tried to do by creating what was called the 
‘‘ Rhine barrier.” The country which could be most easily overrun 
by French armies was Belgium. To strengthen this frontier against 
France, Belgium and Holland were united to form one kingdom 
under the famous old Dutch House of Orange. It was hoped that 
this enlarged kingdom, supported by England, would be an adequate 
barrier against French aggression on the low^r Rhine. Just south 
of Holland-Belgium was the territory given to Prussia. It was 
hoped that the possession of this territory would give Prussia a 
special interest in guarding the Rhine against France. Still further 
south was the Swiss Confederation, which was now neutralized ” 
— • that is, each of the great pow'ers signed a treaty agreeing not to 
violate the neutrality of Switzerland. This arrangement was also 
directed primarily against France. 

Thus the statesmen at Vienna tried to establish a lasting peace by 
turning away from new ideas and holding fast to old ideas. For 
establishing peace within the countries they could think of nothing 
better than to restore, so far as possible, the old ruling dynasties. 
For establishing peace between the countries they could think of 
nothing better than to redistribute territories and peoples in such 
a way as to make a better ‘^ balance of power.” 

How the great powers formed the Concert of Europe to suppress 
radical ideas and preserve the peace. Many people were disap- 
pointed with the w^ork of the Congress of Vienna. Most edu- 
cated people at that time were familiar with the Grand Design oj 
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Henry IV and with the Abbe Saint Pierre's Project for Making 
Peace Perpetual (see pp. 205 and 206), and many people were opti- 
mistic enough to suppose that the congress might try to establish 
some sort of a league of states for preventing war. The congress 
did not even discuss such a plan, but there was one prominent 
statesman who took the idea seriously. This was the Tsar 
Alexander. Alexander was something of a religious mystic, and 
the burning of Moscow^ and the subsequent overthrow of Napoleon 
con\inced him that God had intended him to do something striking 
for the welfare of mankind and the brotherhood of nations. Acting 
on this conviction, Alexander drafted and signed, and induced the 
King of Prussia and the Emperor of Austria to sign, an extraordi- 
nary document known as the Holy Alliance. In this document the 
three sovereigns agreed that they would take the gospel of Christ 
as their sole political guide, and that henceforth they w^ould treat 
each other as brothers should, and govern their subjects as fathers 
should govern their children. 

Out of courtesy to Alexander most of the rulers of Europe signed 
the Holy Alliance, but they did not take it seriously. Statesmen 
were amazed that anyone in his senses should expect them to take 
the gospel of Christ as a guide to politics. They agreed with 
Castlereagh that the Holy Alliance is a piece of sublime mysticism 
and nonsense.” Ignoring Alexander’s fantastic scheme, the great 
powers accordingly adopted a different method of preserving peace. 
November 20, 1815, the four great powers (England, Russia, 
Austria, and Prussia) signed the secret Treaty of Alliance against 
France. By this treaty they agreed to act in concert to maintain 
Louis XVIII on the throne of France and to suppress any dangerous 
revolution which might in the future “ convulse France.” In 
addition they agreed to renew their meetings at fixed periods ” 
for the purpose of maintaining the peace of Europe. In 1818 
France herself was admitted to this alliance for certain purposes. 
This alliance of the great powers is known as the Concert of Europe, 
and its chief, purpose was to suppress revolutionaiy^ movements 
that, might lead to war or overturn the Settlement of 1815. 

The revolutions so much feared by the rulers and statesmen of the 
great powers were not long in coming, and they were brought about 
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by the very measures taken by terrified governments to prevent 
them. In Austria, for example, nothing could be printed until it 
passed the government censor. Officials examined all the foreign 
books at the customs houses in order to see that no liberal ideas 
crossed the frontier. In the universities government spies slipped 
into the lecture rooms to see that the professors taught no dangerous 
notions, and a list of ail books taken out of the library by professors 
was turned in to the government. Students were required to attend 
church and go to confession, and they were forbidden to hold public 
meetings for the discussion of political or religious questions. Thus 
the government tried to encourage the right ideas by laws prohibit- 
ing the discussion of any ideas. 

Ill Germany similar methods were adopted. During the Na- 
poleonic wars the students of the University of Jena had formed a 
patriotic society known as the Burschensdiafi. Chapters were later 
established in sixteen German universities. In October, 1817, repre- 
sentatives from these societies met at the Wartburg Castle, w^here 
Luther had once taken refuge, to celebrate the three-hundredth 
anniversary of the German Reformation. At the meeting speeches 
were made in commemoration of the liberation of Germany from 
papal authority and from the Napoleonic despotism. Harmless 
episodes of this sort were regarded by the governments of Austria 
and Prussia as manifestations of a dangerous revolutionary move- 
ment, and a few years later they got the German diet to pass a 
series of laws known as the Carlsbad Decrees. These decrees pro- 
vided for the abolition of all unauthorized student societies, for the 
establishment of a strict censorship of the press in every German 
state, and for the establishment at every German university of 
a goi’eniment agent to supervise the lectures of professors and the 
activities of students. 

Even in England, where freedom of speech and the press 
had prevailed for more than a century, a repressive policy was 
adopted by the Conservative government. After the Napoleonic 
wars, business was less thriving and many people were out of work. 
There ivere some labor riots. Meetings were held at which 
laborers deinanded political reform. At Manchester a great meet- 
ing was addressed by Orator ” Hunt, a labor leader, w^ho pro- 
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posed that the government should be petitioned to grant the 
laborers the right to vote. The meeting was regarded as dangerous. 
Troops \¥ere sent in to disperse itj and some people were shot down. 
The frightened government professed to see in these activities the 
sinister beginnings of an English Reign of Terror. Accordingly, in 
1817 it suspended the Habeas Corpus Act which for a hundred 
years had guaranteed the English people against arbitrary arrest 
and imprisonment; and in 1819 it passed the Six Acts, popularly 
known as the “ Gag Laws,” which greatly restricted freedom of 
speech, of the press, and of public discussion. 

All these repressive measures encouraged the very ideas and 
activities they were designed to prevent. Prevented from meeting 
and speaking in the open, people organized secret societies, met 
under cover of the night, and aired their grievances by candlelight. 
The most famous of these secret societies was the Carbonari (“ Char- 
coal Burners ”). Organized in Italy, it spread to other countries. 

1820 the political pot began to bubble in every country. But 
what really startled the kings and statesmen of Europe was an 
actual revolution in Spain. In January the Spanish soldiers 
revolted and forced Ferdinand VII to proclaim the old Spanish 
constitution adopted in 1812, in the time of Napoleon. Following 
this example, the soldiers of Naples revolted and forced the King of 
the Two Sicilies (Naples and Sicily) to proclaim the same consti- 
tution. These revolutions, by overturning the Settlement of 1815, 
created the very situation which the Concert of Europe was organ- 
ized to deal with. 

The result was that in 1S20 the great powers met in a conference 
at Troppau to consider what they should do about the revolution in 
Naples, and two years later another conference was assembled at 
Verona to deal with the revolution in Spain. The powers found, 
however, that it was easier to talk about acting in concert for the 
purpose of suppressing revolutions than it was to act in concert 
when confronted by a particular revolution. France was keen to 
suppress the revolution in Spain ; Austria was keen to suppress the 
revolution in Naples. England was unwilling to take any part in 
intervening in Naples and strongly opposed to any intervention at 
all . in Spain, The outcome was that the Naples revolution was 
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Bibliotheque Nationale 

Reading the Newspapers in a Cafe in Paris 


From an engraving by Boilly. As the cost of a subscription was rather high, 
frequently several people would subscribe for one paper and pass it from one 

to another. 

suppressed by Austria, with the consent of Russia and Prussia ; and 
the Spanish revolution was suppressed by France, with the consent 
of Russia, Prussia, and Austria, but in face of a strong protest by 
England. Meantime, in 1821, the Greeks had revolted against 
Turkish rule, and a third conference of the great powers was called 
to meet at St, Petersburg in 1825. But the conference never met, 
because the powers were so divided on the question that it seemed 
useless to try to settle it by concerted action, and in the end the 
Greeks won their independence (1829). 

For the first time since 1815 the great powers had failed to sup- 
press a popular revolution. This failure may be taken as the end 
of the so-called Concert of Europe. The English minister Canning 
announced the end of the Concert in a famous saying : “ The time 
for Areopagus and the like of that is past. Europe is once more 
back to the situation in which every nation is for itself, and God 
for all"’ 

Meantime the old fear of revolution and war had greatly abated. 
In 1830 only very old people could remember the French Revo- 
lution, and only the old or the middle-aged could remember very 
vividly the stirring events of Napoleon's day, But .the younger 
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generation/’ the men and women under thirty^ could not remember 
the Revolution at^ all, and even the Napoleonic wars were things 
they had heard of rather than experienced. The great Napoleon 
himself, who had died in 1821, was already becoming something 
dim, a figure half forgotten, half mythical. Thus it happened that 
as the years passed people remembered less vividly, or not at aU, 
the dangers of war and revolution which had seemed so real in 1815, 
and were less averse to new ideas and a modification of political 
and social institutions. 

The failure of the Concert of Europe and the rise of a more liberal 
spirit prepared the way for the revolutionary movements of 1830. 
In many countries — in Italy, Germany, Poland — these move- 
ments, like the similar movements of 1820, were suppressed. But 
in three countries — France, Belgium, and England — they suc- 
ceeded. We must now learn something about these three successful 
revolutions. 


II. The Revolutions of 1830-1832 

The July Revolution in France, 1830 : How Charles X tried to 
undo the work of the great French Revolution of 1789. In France 
the Restoration of 1814-1815 had restored the Bourbon monarchy 
by placing Louis XVHI on the throne, but it had not restored the 
ancient privileges of the nobles and clergy. In 1814 Louis XVIII 
granted to the French people a constitution known as the Charter of 
1814. The charter promised to keep the Civil Code which Napoleon 
had established ; that is to say, it promised to keep the equality of 
rights which had been won by the great Revolution, The charter 
also provided for a measure of political freedom. According to the 
charter, the king could rule only with the consent of a legislature 
consisting of two chambers — a. Chamber of Peers appointed by the 
king and a Chamber of Deputies elected by those people who paid 
rather high taxes. Only about 80,000 people out of a population of 
30,000,000 had the right to vote for members of the Chamber of 
Deputies. Thus the Bourbon monarchy was restored ; but it was 
now a canstikUional instead of an aiitocralk monarchy. 

The majority of the people were pretty well satisfied with this 
arrangement, and no serious difficulties arose as long as Louis XVHI 
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Frexxh Chamber of Deputies, 1845 
From a drawing by Daubigny. 


reigned, since he was content to govern according to the charter. 
But many of the former nobles and clergy — especially those who 
had emigrated during the Revolution and had lived abroad during 
the Napoleonic empire, were not content with the charter or with 
any form of constitutional government. They had come trooping 
back to France in 1815, expecting to recover ail the property and 
privileges they had lost. Since they were more conservative than 
the king they were called Ultra-Royalists.’’ 

Among the leaders of this party were famous writers, such as 
Chateaubriand and Joseph de Maistre. But the chief leader was 
the king’s brother, the Count of Artois. Of all the enemies of the 
Revolution he was the most bitter. In 1824 he became King 
Charles X and he at once set about to restore, so far as possible, the 
privileges of the nobles and clergy. A law was passed appropriating 
about 30,000,000 francs a year to pay the nobles for the proper tv 
they had lost during the Revolution. The king also tried to gk 
the legislature to pass other laws favorable to the nobles and clergy. 
He made no secret of his purpose. I would rather saw wood,” 
he said, than be a king of the English type.” His minister, 
Poiignac, said that the object of the king was to reorganize society, 
to restore the clergy to its former preponderance in the state, to 
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create a powerful aristocracy and surround it with privileges.” 
His object was, in fact, to undo the work of the great Revolution 
and to restore the autocratic monarchy and the privileged classes 
of nobles and clergy. 

As soon as this became clear, the Chamber of Deputies refused to 
support the king’s measures, and when he dissolved the Chamber 
the people elected deputies vrho opposed him more strongly than be- 
fore. Since the Chamber of Deputies refused to support him, the 
king decided to ignore it. In July, 1830, he therefore issued three 
famous ordinances, known as the July Ordinances.” One of these 
dissolved the Chamber that had just been elected ; another abolished 
the freedom of the press ; a third changed the law of voting so that 
only those classes of people who supported the king’s measures 
would have the right to vote. By these ordinances the king virtu- 
ally set aside the Charter of 1814, and restored the autocratic 
monarchy. The immediate result of these actions was the July 
Revolution of 1830. 

How the lower-class Republicans drove Charles X off the throne, 
and how the middle-class Moderates placed Louis Philippe on it. 
The July Revolution was confined to Paris, and it lasted only a few 
days. The fighting was done by the lower-class people who, 
under the lead of Cavaignac and Lafayette, demanded the establish- 
ment of a republic. They began by tearing up the cobblestones and 
building barricades across the narrow winding streets. Behind 
these barricades they fought the king’s soldiers. As soon as the 
soldiers took one barricade and passed on, it was reconstructed 
again. The king’s soldiers were not very keen, to fire on the people 
anyway; and so after three days of fighting they .retired out of 
Paris, and the king retired with them as gracefully as he could. 
Seeing that he was beaten, Charles X promised to withdraw the , 
hated ordinances and to rule according to the charter. But the 
insurgents said that it was too late for that. They 'had won the 
revolution, and now they demanded a republic — ■ the Republic of 
1793- 

The Republican party of Lafayette and Cavaignac established its 
headquarters at the Hotel de Vilie (City Hall). Meantim.e, a more 
moderate revolutionary party had established its headquarters at 
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Breaking Up the Presses of the Xewspaper le 2 'emps, July 27, 1830 

An episode in the Revolution of 1S30 in Paris. From a lithograph by 

Delaporte. 

the Palais Bourbon across the river. This party, which included 
the famous historians Guizot and Thiers, represented the middle- 
class people who were strongly opposed to Charles X but were by 
no means in favor of a republic. They had taken no part in fight- 
ing the king’s soldiers. Their part in the revolution consisted in 
assembling at the Palais Bourbon and talking about it. They were 
willing to have the workmen erect barricades and fight Charles X 
until he was brought to his senses. But w^hen Charles promised to 
withdraw the ordinances and rule according to the charter, they 
would willingly have recognized him as king again. Yet what could 
they do? The Republicans had a military force, led by the great 
Lafayette, while they had no force at all except their tongues. So 
the parties the talkers and the fighters — faced each other across 
the river, the middie-class Moderates at the Palais Bourbon, the 
lower-class Republicans at the Hotel de Ville. 

This was the situation when, on July 30, the young historian 
Thiers and the shrewd old diplomat Talleyrand proposed that Louis 
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Philippe j the Duke of Orleans, should be recognized as king in 
place of Charles X. They felt that Louis Philippe might satisfy 
both parties.. He was a prince of royal blood, and so the Moderates 
and even the Ultra-Royalists might be satisfied to have him for 
their king. On the other hand, he had supported the Revolution 
of 1789 in its early years. He had fought with the revolutionary 
armies in Belgium at the Battle of Jemappes. Since 1815 he had 
not been on friendly terms with his relations, Louis XVIII and 
Charles X. But he was a well-known figure in Paris. He was 
often seen walking through the streets carrying an umbrella, and 
he had been knowm to stop and talk -with ordinary people. For 
these reasons it was hoped that the Republicans might accept 
Louis Philippe as king in spite of the fact that he was of royal blood. 

The Moderate party at the Palais Bourbon therefore invited 
Louis Philippe to take the title of “ Lieutenant-General of the 
Kingdom.’’ Louis accepted the title and on July 31, dressed in 
a general’s uniform and wearing the tricolor, he rode across the 
river from the Palais Bourbon to the Hotel de Ville. Crowds of 
people watched this famous ride, for the point of it was to see what 
the Republicans would do. Would they accept Louis Philippe or 
not? It really depended on Lafayette, who commanded the armed 
forces of the Republicans. Neither party could succeed without 
the support of Lafayette’s great name and fame. In this crisis 
Lafayette preferred to make a king rather than to fight for the 
uncertain cause of the republic. He therefore appeared on the 
balcony of the Hotel de Ville and e.mbraced Louis Philippe before 
all the people. This was one of those drain,atic events which the 
French people enjoy so much. It .meant that the Republicans 
accepted Louis Philippe as king. 

The July Revolution of 1830 was a slight affair compared to the 
great Revolution of 1789. It was not a great social upheaval, nor 
did it even change the form of government very much. The charter 
was modified so as to dminish the king’s powers slightly and to 
extend the suffrage a little.. But in general the government of 
France under Louis Philippe, w^ho ruled till 1848, was m.uch the 
same as it had been under Louis XVIII and Charles X. It was still 
a government for and by the wealthy people. For this reason the 
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reign of Louis Philippe is often called the period of the “ bourgeois 
monarchy.” Balzac, in his powerful novels, has described French 
society during the bourgeois monarchy, when money was the golden 
key to social influence and political power. 

The wealthy and well-to-do middle-class people were well satis- 
fied with the results of the July Revolution, but the working-class 
Republicans were very much disgruntled. They had done the real 
work of the revolution, and when they had accepted Louis Philippe 
they had expected to have something done for them. But they 
were not even given the right to vote. The Republican leader, Ca- 
vaignac, said : “ We have yielded because we are not yet strong 
enough. Later it will be different,” Later it was different. In 
184S, as we shall presently see, there was another revolution, which 
overturned the government of Louis Philippe and established the 
second French Republic. 

How the Belgians revolted in 1830 and won their independence 
from the Butch. In 1814-1815 the great powers had united Hol- 
land and Belgium in order to 'create a strong state to guard the 
low^er Rhine against France. It was an unwise arrangement be- 
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cause the Dutch and the Belgians were really two different nations. 
Although they elected representatives to the legislature, the Bel- 
gians felt that the Dutch really controlled the government and that 
they, the Belgians, were ruled by a foreign people. They com- 
plained that the taxes bore more heavily on them than on the 
Dutch, and that the Dutch king, William I, tried to compel ail 
public officials to use the Dutch language. But their chief griev- 
ance was that the Dutch, who were Protestants, were hostile to 
their own religion, which was Catholic. 

These grievances were of long standing, and therefore as soon as 
the Belgians heard that the French had started a revolution in 
Paris, they started one of their own in Brussels. All classes of 
Belgians wanted to be independent of Holland ; but the Belgians, 
like the French, tvere divided into two parties over the question of 
the kind of government to be establi.shed. The lower-class Radi- 
cals wanted a republic, but the upper-class Moderates wanted 
a constitutional monarchy. As in France, the Afoderates proved 
stronger than the Radicals. A constitution was adopted which 
provided for a king, and for a legislature to be elected by the 
w^ealthy and well-to-do people. Prince Leopold of Coburg wiis 
invited to be the king of the new Belgian state. Thus there w’-as 
established in Belgium, as a result of the revolution, a moderate 
constitutional monarchy very similar to the July monarchy in 
France. 

But the Belgians found it was easier to tjstablish a government 
than it was to win their independence. The Dutch king, William, 
was determined to suppress the rebellion in Belgium ; and since he 
had a good army, while the Belgians had none, he would probably 
have succeeded if the great powers had not interfered. Prussia, 
Russia, and Austria were disposed to help the Dutch king suppress 
the Belgian revolution, but their attention was soon diverted from 
Belgium to Poland, where a revolution broke out in November, 
1830. Besides, the new French king, Louis Philippe, threatened to 
help the Belgians if Russia and Prussia came to the assistance of 
Holland. The English government felt that it would be unwise 
to subject the Belgians to a government they disliked, and it w’-as 
especially anxious to prevent the French from sending an army to 
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'help the Belgians, for fear that France might thereby gain some 
Belgian territory. In the end, therefore, largely through the 
influence of France and England, King William was forced to 
recognize the independence of Belgium. The great powers, at 
a conference held in London, agreed to the separation of Belgium 
and Holland, and they all signed a treaty agreeing to respect the 
independence of Belgium. This neutralization of Belgium was 
really accomplished in 1833, but due to the stubbornness of King 
William the definitive treaty was not signed until 1839. 

One other successful revolution occurred at this time — the 
enactment of the Reform Bill in England. Perhaps, strictly speak- 
ing, this shouldn’t be called a “ revolution.” No barricades were 
erected, and no fighting occurred — only a little rioting. But still, 
the conflict in England over the Reform Bill was much like the 
conflict in France over the Charter of 1814, and the outcome of the 
conflict was much the same in England as in France. For these 
reasons we may call the enactment of the Reform Bill a revo- 
lution,” like the others. 

Parliamentary reform in England: How the Industrial Revo- 
lution put the old system of representation out of joint. Since the 
seventeenth century England had been a constitutional monarchy 
in which the king ruled with the consent of Parliament. Parlia- 
ment was supposed to represent and give effect to the wishes of the 
people. It consisted of a House of Lords and a House of Commons. 
The House of Lords was composed of those nobles who possessed 
a hereditary right to sit in it, and of certain bishops of the English 
Church. This body therefore represented the landowning aris- 
tocracy — still the most powerful class in England. 

The House of Commons was composed of members elected by 
certain people. Each county sent two members, who were chosen 
by ail those men who owned land in the county worth forty shillings 
a year. Certain towns, or boroughs, sent two members each, 
chosen by those people (usually a small number) who had the right 
of voting. The House of Commons was thus supposed to represent 
the farmers in the counties and the middle-class people in the towns 
, or boroughs. 

This system of representative government was not so bad in the 
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seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries because then the county* 
members represented the farming classes pretty weilj and the mem- 
bers from the boroughs represented the people engaged in industry 
and trade. But in the early nineteenth century this was no longer 
true. The explanation is to be found in that very iinportant move- 
ment of the nineteenth century which is known as the Industrial 
Revolution. The Industrial Revolu- 
tion was the result of the invention 
of machines, and of the discovery 
that natural forces, such as water 
power, steam, and electricity, could 
be used to run the machines. The 
most profound and widespread trans- 
formation of modern life brought 
about by the use of the power-driven 
machines with which we are all fa- 
miliar did not occur until the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth cen- 
turies, as we shall see later (Chapters 
XVI-XVII). But in the late eight- 
eenth and early nineteenth centuries 
the use of power-driven machines had 
already begun to transform the indus- 
trial life of England. Between 1733 ^ 79'2 six important in- 

ventions were introduced into the manufacture of cloth, Eli 
Whitney’s cotton gin was a machine for picking the seeds out of 
raw cotton. Arkwright’s water frame was a machine run by a 
w^ater -wheel. The other inventions — the fly-shuttle, the power 
loom, the jenny, and the mule were machines for spinning and 
weaving more rapidly. For running the new machines w^ater 
power was first used, but was gradually replaced by steam po-wer. 
As early as 1690 a Frenchman, Denis Papin, made a steam, engine. 
Thomas Newcomen made a better one in 1705. But it was James 
Watt who made the steam engine of practical use* In 1769 he pat- 
ented a condenser” which saved two-thirds of the coal required by 
the earlier engines, and later he devised a method by which the pis- 
tons of the engine could be used to run the wheels of other, machines. 
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* The use of such machines transformed the cloth industry. 
Formerly a farmer’s wife could set up a hand loom in her kitchen 
and weave cloth in her spare time. But the new machines were 
cumbersome and expensive. Only a man of means, a ^'capitalist,” 
could afford them or the large buildings, "factories,” in which they 
were installed. Thus the cloth industry came to be centered in 
large factories, with many machines, and many workers to tend 
them, all under one management. Besides, the factories had to be 
located where there was water power or a supply of coal. In Eng- 
land this meant that the great cloth and iron industries moved from 
the towns and boroughs of southern England to north-central 
England, where there vras coal and water power. And the result 
of this was that the towns and boroughs of southern England de- 
clined in population or disappeared altogether, while in northern 
England there grew up new and populous cities, such as Manches- 
ter, Birmingham, Leeds, and Sheffield. 

The new type of industry also changed the conditions of life in 
the country. Formerly many farmers had made their living partly 
by spinning and weaving cloth which they sold to the dealers who 
came around periodically in their wagons and collected it. But the 
farmer’s wife could not make cloth on her hand loom so cheaply or 
so well as the machines made it in the factories. Hence the farmers, 
for the most part, lost this source of income, and many of them got 
into debt and were forced to sell their farms and move into the 
industrial cities wffiere they, or more likely their wives and children, 
worked in the factories tending the machines. 

The boroughs which had the right of sending members to the 
Commons were, with few exceptions, those which had been given 
that right in the seventeenth century, when the towns of southern 
England w^ere the centers of industry. But in the early nine- 
teenth century many of these boroughs had ceased to be towns at 
all, except in name. Many of them were no more than small 
hamlets where a few^ families lived. Boroughs of this type were 
called "rotten boroughs,” because it was easy for some noble or 
rich man to buy the votes of the few electors who still lived in the 
borough. Many boroughs were places where no one lived ; bor- 
oughs of this type were called "pocket boroughs,” because the 
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right to choose the members of the Commons from those boroughs 
passed to the noble or the rich man who had acquired the land on 
which the borough had formerly stood. 

Thus most of the borough members were chosen, not by the 
people engaged in industry and trade, but by the rich nobles or 
landowners who controlled the borough elections. Meantime, the 
great centers of industry in England — the cities of Manchester, 
Sheffield, Birmingham, and Leeds which had developed as a result 
of the Industrial Revolution • — had no representation at all in Par- 
liament. The rich manufacturers who controlled the cotton and 
iron .industries and the mass of the laborers who worked in their 
factories complained, like the mass of the farmers in the country, 
because there was no one in Parliament whose business it was to 
speak for them. 
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* So it liappeiied that in the early nineteenth century the old system 
of parliamentary representation was out of joint. England was 
still a constitutional monarchy in which the king ruled with the 
consent of Parliament. But Parliament no longer represented 
either the farmers or the industrial classes. The nobles who sat in 
the House of Lords by hereditary right had the greatest influence in 
deciding who should be elected to the House of Commons from the 
counties and from the pocket and rotten boroughs. We might 
almost say that the House of Commons represented, not the people 
in town and countiy% but the great noble families. 

Sooner or later the middle and lower classes were sure to object 
to a government which was so largely controlled by a few noble 
families. There had in fact been much talk of ^^parliamentary 
reform” in the late eighteenth century, before the French Revo- 
lution. Associations had been formed for promoting the cause of 
reform, and in 1793 measures were proposed in Parliament for 
changing the method of electing members of the House of Commons, 
Then the French Revolution and the Napoleonic wars had inter- 
vened, and these exciting events had driven all thoughts of reform 
out of most people^s heads. But gradually the fear of revolution 
and of radical ideas had diminished in England as elsewhere, and 
after 1820 the demand for parliamentary reform was once more the 
great question of the day. 

The Reform Bill of 1832 : How it was forced through Parliament. 
On the question of parliamentary reform the English people were 
divided. The Tory (Conservative) party was supported chiefly 
by noble families, the country gentry, and the Anglican Church. 
These people opposed democratic government. It would mean, 
they said, government by the poor and the ignorant, and that would 
be a “despotism of the majority,” which would be as bad as the 
despotism of a king. 

The Whig (Liberal) party was led by some of the most powerful 
noble families of England; but since the Revolution of 1688 it 
had been, supported by the wealthy industrial class in the cities. 
The Whig nobles therefore supported parliamentary reform because 
their middie-class followers supported ■ it. The Whigs, .however, 
were .opposed to a democratic suffrage. They asked, only.. that 
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the system of elections- should be so changed that the wealthy 
and well-to-do middle classes in the cities would have a proper, 
representation in Parliament. 

The Radical party was composed mostly of working people in 
country and town, but among its leaders were such distinguished 
writers and scholars as Jeremy Bentham, John Stuart Mill, and 
the historian George Grote. Jeremy Bentham had formulated 
two principles of government. He said: (i) that the -object of 
government was ^The greatest good to the greatest number*’; 
and (2) that in the control of government every man ought to 
count for one and none for more than one.” The Radicals accepted 
these principles and demanded a thoroughgoing democratic” 
reform of Parliament — manhood suffrage, secret voting, equal 
election districts, payment of members of Parliament. 

In 1831 the Whigs came into power, and Earl Grey introduced 
a reform bill which was carried in the House of Commons by a very 
small majority only, and so the prime minister dissolved Parliament, 
hoping that a new election would return a greater number of mem- 
bers favorable to reform. The election was held amid great excite- 
ment, and many of the old members who had voted against Earl 
Grey’s bill were defeated. The Whigs then introduced another 
reform bill, which was passed in the House of Commons by 
a large majority. The House of Lords rejected it, creating a 
deadlock. 

At this point the people began to take a hand in the business. 
In. Birmingham, 150,000 people assembled a.nd declared they would 
pay no more taxes until the reform bill was passed. In Bristol 
shops were plundered and buildings destro3'ed. Once more the 
Whigs brought in a reform bill — the Reform. Bill of 1832. The 
House of Lords rejected it. Earl Grey then, resigned, whereupon 
the king asked the Duke of Wellington to form a Tory ministry. 
When this became known, the National Political Union (favorable 
to reform) prepared for armed resistance. Birmingham black- 
smiths worked. all night making arms. The country was on the 
verge of revolution. The Duke of W'elii.ngton could .not form a 
ministry ; his followers told him it was u.se.less, since, the House 
would never pass any measure proposed by a Tory ministry. .So 
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the duke told the king that he must ask Earl Grey to form another 
Whig ministry. 

This the king did. But Earl Grey said it was useless to form 
any ministry unless the Lords could be forced to pass a reform bill. 
The king could force the Lords by appointing a sufficient number 
of new peers to pass the bill. In order to avoid civil war the king 
promised to do this. But the mere threat was enough, for the 
Lords preferred to pass the reform bill rather than have a lot of 
new peers appointed. Thus the reform bill was passed by both 
Lords and Commons in 1832. 

How the Reform Bill established the system of Cabinet Govern- 
irient in England, The Reform Bill of 1832 deprived fifty-seven 
rotten and pocket boroughs of their two representatives each, 
and thirty other boroughs of one representative each. It increased 
the representation from the counties by sixty-two members and 
gave to cities not before represented a total of sixty-three members. 
It also changed the suffrage. Borough members were now to be 
chosen by all “householders” who lived in houses worth ten pounds 
a year ; county members, by farmers owning farms worth forty 
shillings a year and farmers leasing land worth fifty pounds a year. 
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Tfie Reform Bill conferred no political power on the mass of the 
people. What it did was to deprive the landowning aristocracy of 
its exclusive power over the government by conferring political 
privileges on the wealthy and well-to-do middle classes in the cities 
and counties. 

The most important thing the Reform Bill did was to make the 
ministers responsible to the House of Commons instead of to the 
king and the House of Lords. Before 1832 the 'king could keep 
ministers in office if they had the support of the Lords alone. But 
the way in which the Reform Bill was passed showed that the 
House of Commons, if it had strong popular support, could force the 
king and the Lords to do what it wanted done. After the Bill 
w^as passed, Robert Peel, leader of the Tory (Conser\’’ative) party, 
said that henceforth it should be regarded as a principle of English 
government that ministers (the Cabinet) should not remain in 
office, even if supported by the king and the Lords, unless 
'were supported by a majority of the House of Commons. This 
'principle has been followed e'ver since. It is kno'wn as the Cabinet 
System,” or the system of “ministerial responsibility” respon- 
sibility to the House of Commons rather than to the king and the 
Lords. In England the king “reigns but does not govern.’'’ It 
is the House of Commons that governs. 

The system works as follows. Each party selects a “leader,’^ 
and formulates a program. In any general election, the voter 
votes for some party candidate, knowing that, if that party wins 
the election, its leader will be prime minister. Suppose the Con- 
servative party wins. The king then asks the leader to “form, a 
government” — that is, to form a Cabinet of ministers with 
himself as pri,me minister. The Cabi.riet is com,posed of frcmi, 
fifteen to twenty 'men, each one having charge of a department 
of administration foreign affairs, finance, internal affairs, the 
navy, the Post 0 .ffice, and so on. The pr.i.me minister, with the 
support of his Cabinet, formulates measures to be enacted into law% 
and directs the policy of the country in relation to other countries. 
But his measures have to be presented, to the House of Com.moiis, 
and defended there against hostile criticism by the o'pposition 
party, and measures are often modified as a result of such criticism. 
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A party cannot remain in office longer than seven years without 
calling for a new election, but it may be forced to call for a new 
election, or to resign, at any time within that period. If any 
important measure is defeated in the House, the Cabinet must 
either call for a general election or resign. If it chooses to resign, 
the opposition party forms a government. If it calls for a general 
election, and its party wins, the prime minister remains in office, 
with perhaps some changes in the Cabinet ; if the opposition party 
wins, the leader of that party becomes prime minister. 

The principal advantages of the Cabinet System of government 
are: (i) that the party in power has to consider its proposed 
measures carefully, since they must be defended at ail times against 
the criticism of the opposition party in the House; (2) that a 
party cannot long remain in office if strong opposition to its meas- 
ures develops in the country, since opposition in the country is 
sure to be reflected in the House of Commons. A president of the 
United States remains in office for four years no matter what 
measures he supports, A prime minister in England, knowing 
that he may be turned out at any time, has to watch his step. 
In short, in order to govern in England, a political party not only 
has to win an election ; it has, so to speak, to keep it won all the 
time. The system works best when there are only two main 
parties. It works less well when there are three or more, and 
would work still less well if there should be only one. 

HI. The Revolutions of 1848 

Why the revolutions of 1830 made people more hopeful about the 
future prospects of mankind. Most people are subject to varying 
moods, being at one time despondent and at other times full of hope. 
Society at large seems to be affected in the same way, so that in 
the history of thought we find alternating periods of hope and 
despair. The time after 1815 was not a period of hopefulness. In 
those years people lived under the shadow of oppression — the 
oppression of political opinions and activities by frightened con- 
servative and autocratic governments. The mass of the people, 
glad to have peace again, busied themselves with making a living. 
Those who had aspired to political liberty had little hope of ever 
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obtaining it. The thought of the time was therefore somewhat , 
gloomy and depressed. Poets and writers were inclined to turn 
away in disgust from the questions of the day, and to find conso- 
lation in w^riting about themselves or about events and people in 
the remote past. Popular authors like Byron and Chateaubriand 
w^rote a good deal about the sad state of their own souls. Historians 
like Thierry described in brilliant colors the life of France in 
Merovingian times. Novelists like Walter Scott wrote romances 
of the age of chivalry, such as Ivanhoe. Such writers represent 
what is called the Romantic movement ’’ in the history of thought. 
After 1830 the thought of the time did not cease to be romantic, 
but it became less gloomy and depressed. The Revolutions of 
1830 had a great deal to do with this change. Young men, espe- 
cially, were encouraged by these successful revolutions to think that 
political liberty and social reform were after all not impossible to 
obtain. Poets and writers in nearly every country wrote more 
about the political and social problems of the present and less about 
the state of their own souls and the departed glories of the M'iddle 
Ages. Thus the mood of depression following the Napoleonic 
wars gradually gave way to a mood of hope. Once more, as in the 
years before 1789, people looked forw’ard with enthusiasm to better 
times coming for the battered old world. 

This faith in better times coming reached its height in the years 
just preceding the revolutions of 1848. It took different forms 
with different people, and, in different countries. For convenience 
we may say that it took three main forms: (1) the form of 
kiimanUarimiism — the belief in the possibility of abolishing pov- 
erty and social injustice; (2) the form of pcditicd idmlism iht 
belief in popular government ; (3) the form of internatmial pacifism 
the belief that war wmuld shortly -disappear among civilized 
nations. It will be worth while to study these ideas a little, even 
if we have to omit some of the political and military events of - the 
revolutions of 1848. 

Optimistic faith in human progress: Humanitarianism. Of 
course there have always been humane people in the wmrid. Ancient 
philosophers, such as Socrates and- the Stoics, and many religious 
sects,, such as the Anabaptists and the Q-uakers, preached the 
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New York Public Library 

A Cartoon of 1848 

The crowned heads of Europe are frightened by the sudden appearance of the 
great sea-serpent “Liberty.” 

brotherhood of man and denounced all forms of cruelty as crimes 
against humanity. But humanitarianism is especially character- 
istic of the last hundred and fifty years, and never perhaps was it 
stronger than in the period between about 1830 and 1848. It finds 
best expression in the literature of the time. Fifty years ago young 
people read, with more delight than they do now, such books as 
Harriet Beecher Stowe’s Vncle Tom^s Cabins Victor Hugo’s Les 
Mkimhles, and Charles Dickens’ Oliver Twist and David Copper- 
fiM. These stories are a little too sentimental for our taste, but 
the point is that they were designed to arouse strong sympathy 
with the poor and oppressed. They are sentimental and they were 
intended to be. They are saturated to the weeping-point with the 
humanitarian sentiment of their time. 

Humanitarianism is also reflected in the social legislation of the 
first half of the nineteenth century. In France many inhumane 
practices, including slavery in the colonies, were abolished during 
the Revolution. Slavery in the colonies, restored by Napoleon, 
was again abolished in 1848. Slavery in the British colonies was 
abolished in 1833; and in England itself, during the thirty years 
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from 1820 to 1850J a host of inhumane laws and practices were 
swept away. The death penalty for petty crimes was abolished, and 
laws were passed for the protection of workers especially women 
and children • — employed in certain industries. These early 
measures mark the beginning of that great body of humanitarian 
legislation which now exists in 
nearly every country — laws for 
the prevention of cruelty and op- 
pression, for the protection and 
assistance of the weak, and for the 
care of the helpless. 

Faith in a better time coming in- 
spired many men to write books 
showing how it could be brought 
about by changing the conditions 
of economic and social life. These 
writers are often called Socialists, 
or Utopian Socialists (see page 
532). The best known of these are 
Robert Owen, Saint-Simon, and 
Fourier. Robert Owen was an 
English manufacturer w^ho believed 
that the misery of the working 
classes was due to the struggle be- 
tween the employers and the wage- 
earners. To show how this could 
be remedied, he took a personal 
interest in the laborers in his industry at New Lanark, and in 
many ways greatly improved their conditions. Becoming more 
socialistic in his ideas, Owen later endeavored, unsuccessfully, 
to establish a socialistic community at New Harmony, Indiana. 
Fourier and Saint-Simon were French writers who proposed that 
the production, of wealth should be managed, by the government 
and the wealth thus produced be distributed among all people 
according to some just principle. Many attempts were m.ade, both 
in France and the United States, to establish little communities on 
the basis of Fourier's idea. The most famous of these was the 
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Saint-Sim,on (,1 700“ ,18,25) 

From a lithograph by Perrot. 
Sa.in,t-Simon fought in the Ame,rl~ 
can Revolution, was imprisoned 
in Paris during the Ter,ror, and 
later acquired a fortu,ne in land 
speculation. This he later lost in 
scientific experiments. 
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experiment at Brook Farm in New England. You could learn 
something about this famous social experiment by reading a life of 
Margaret Fuller, or one of Nathaniel Hawthorne, both of whom 
took part in it. 

Most of these attempts to establish an ideal society failed after 
a few years. But they illustrate the faith in the approaching 

regeneration of society which was 
so common at the time. This faith, 
as it w^as held by many people in 
the period before 1848, is well ex- 
pressed by Saint-Simon. The 
imagination of poets,” he said, “ has 
placed the Golden Age of humanity 
at the cradle of the human race. 

. . , The Golden Age of humanity 
is not behind us ; , it is yet to come, 
and will be found in the perfection 
of the social order. Our fathers 
have not seen it ; our children will 
one day behold it. It is our duty 
to prepare the way for them.” 

Optimistic faith in htunan prog- 
ress : Political idealism. The 
period from 1830 to 1848 was a 
period of political idealism as well 
as one of humanitarian sentiment. 
The news of the July Revolution in Paris gave courage to thou- 
sands of men who were beginning to despair of ever attaining the 
political liberty which they so niuch desired. This was perhaps 
especially true in Germany. For example, the German writer, 
Ludwig Borne, tells us that in the summer of 1830, at the age of 
forty-four, he was ill and despondent and ceased to interest himself 
in politics. But the news of the Paris revolution came like an 
electric shock, giving him new life and hope. ’ Too impatient to 
remain in Frankfurt, he went to France in order to see this 
glorious revolution with his own eyes. At Strasbourg the first 
cockade ” he saw, on a peasant’s cap, was “ like a little rainbow, 
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Fourieu (1772-1837) 

From a lithograph by Gigoux. 
Fourier led an uneventful existence 
as a broker, and spent all his leisure 
time writing and studying. 
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after the flood of our time. , . , But when the bright tricolored 
flag greeted my eyes, . . . my heart beat so violently that I was 
on the point of fainting. . . . This is the one color of the French 
liberty that will be ours,” 

Of all the political idealists of this time the greatest was the 
Italian, Joseph Mazzini. Mazzini was born in Genoa in 1805. 
He had a very frail body, but a very active mind, and a conscience 
that never left him in peace. He w^as a great reader of the Bible, of 
the Roman historian Tacitus, and of the English poet Byron ; and 
he w^'as thoroughly familiar with the history of the French Revo- 
lution and with the democratic .theories of Rousseau upon which the 
French Republic of 1793 was based. Mazziiii^s principal trait was 
passionate sympathy with the poor and helpless and a desire to aid 
them. The wretched condition of his brother Italians, living under 
tyrannical governments, preyed on his mind, and so one day he 
abandoned ail thought of getting on in the world and gave himself 
heart and soul to the cause of human freedom. 

Mazzini had a very simple faith, w^hich nothing could shake. 
He believed that men were naturally^ good, and that they would 
behave as they ought to do if they w^'ere once freed from tyranny and 
injustice. In 1831 he organized a secret political society called 
“ Young Italy,” the object of which w^as to teach the Italian people 
what their rights were and how to obtain them. Like Rousseau, 
Mazzini believed that all men had certain natural rights and that 
these rights were the same for all men. These rights were expressed 
in the famous motto of the French Revoiiitioii “ Liberty, 
Equality, Fraternity ” — which 'Mazzini changed to “Liberty^, 
Equality, Humanity.’'’ To obtain these rights, Mnzzini advised' 
the people to rise up in revolution, abolish the existing govenim,ents 
and laws, and establish over all Italy a single government of free 
citizens — One, Independent, Sovereign, Republican.” 

Mazzini wrote a great many articles and pamphlets in w^hich he 
set forth his ideas with so much clarity, force, and xmssionate 
sympathy that many people, especially young men, accepted him 
as an inspired prophet. In Italy they took him at his word and 
started a number of revolutions ; but these were easily suppressed 
by the Italian rulers, and from 1831 to 1848 Mazzini lived in exile, 
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first ia Marseille, afterwards in London. In London he made 
a bare living writing literary articles and teaching Italian, and he 
had to be content with a smelly little room in a dingy lodging house. 
Banishing Mazzini from Italy really increased his influence, for it 
made him a great European figure. Societies on the model of 
Young Italy were everywhere organized — Young Germany, Young 
Switzerland, Young Hungary, Young Ireland, Young Europe — and 
ail these societies kept in couch with each other and with Mazzini. 
For Mazzini was more than a patriot, more than a lover of Italy. 
He was a lover of mankind ; and it was his idea, and the idea of his 
disciples, that the coming revolution would be an international 
affair. A revolution in Italy would be a signal for revolutions 
in every country. These revolutions would overwhelm the old 
governments; each country would become a nation of free citizens 
governing themselves under a democratic republic ; and all these 
free republics would then live together in peace and harmony. 

By 1845 Mazzini was the best beloved and the worst hated man 
in Europe. Thousands of poor people looked upon him as an 
inspired prophet, while rulers and statesmen and nobles and bishops 
looked upon him as a madman. Royal heads stirred uneasily on 
their pillows at night wondering what this violent and bloodthirsty 

Anarchist ” was up to. As like as not the bloodthirsty Anarchist 
would be teaching London organ-grinders to read and write; or 
carrying a coal scuttle up three flights of stairs in order to help his 
overworked landlady; or perhaps writing another revolutionary 
pamphlet by candlelight in his dingy room. 

Optimistic faith in human progress: International pacifism. 
The idea that war can be abolished is an old one. We have already 
seen that in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries able men had 
written books to show that the governments might abolish war by 
establishing a European federation of states (see p. 204). Ordi- 
nary people had read these books about peace and war, but they 
had done nothing about the matter themselves. They had waited 
for kings and governments to act. But in the nineteenth century 
they began to do something on their own account. They began to 
organize popular societies, with the object of influencing public 
opinion in opposition to war. 
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The first of these, the New Y"ork Peace Society, was organized in 
August, 1815, with about thirty members. In December of the 
same year Noah Worcester and William E. Clianiiing founded the 
Massachusetts Peace Society, In 1816 William Alien, an English 
Quaker, organized the London Peace Society. Within the next 
forty years many similar societies were formed — first in England 
and the United States, afterward in other countries. These 
societies published peace pamphlets, and periodicals such as the 
Advocate of Peace (American) and the Herald of Peace (English). 
They also offered prizes for the best essay on the means of abolish- 
ing war. Most of the essays advocated the formation of a “ con- 
gress of nations ” (another name for league of nations ”)> 
some of them were published and widely read. The object of the 
peace societies wvls to convince people and governments that war 
is inconsistent mth the principles of Christianity, and the true 
interests of mankind ; and to point out the means best calculated 
to maintain permanent and universal peace.” ^ 

The founders of the peace societies were mainly church people 
and noted philanthropists. But in the period after 1830 many 
noted political leaders became interested in the peace movement. 
One of these was Charles Sumner, Senator from Massachusetts. 
He delivered a number of notable and widely read addresses, such 
as “The True Grandeur of Nations ” (July 4, 1845), in which he 
tried to show, not only that war was contrar)^’’ to religion and hu- 
manity but that it was likely to disappear under the conditions of 
modern, civilization. Richard Cobden, a prominent member of 
the English Parliament, was also a powerful advocate of peace. 
His great remedy for war was “ free trade.”' He said that war was 
most likely to be caused by trade disputes; that trade disputes 
were due to protective tariffs and the conflict over colonies; and 
that when all nations adopted free trade (as England did in 1846), 
they would no longer have any use for colonies, disputes over trade 
would cease, and the causes of war wmuid largely disappear. 

So the peace movement grew stronger every year. In 1843 
peace societies held a peace congress in London, which was attended 
by 300 delegates, thirteen of whom came from, the United States. 

1 Comtituiion of the London P.eace Society, 
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But the first great international peace congress was held in Brus- 
sels in 1848, Delegates attended from the United States, England, 
and most of the countries of Europe. Many enthusiastic speeches 
were made prophesying the end of war. In order to hasten that 
desired end the congress passed resolutions urging the governments 
of the various countries to do three things : (i) to form a congress 
of nations ; (2) to agree to decide their disputes by arbitration ; 
(3) agree to reduce their armies and navies. 

Thus in the year 1848 there was a very hopeful feeling abroad in 
the world. People were much inclined to think that the world was 
rapidly growing better and that the time was soon coming when 
poverty and suffering would disappear, when just governments 
controlled by the people would be everywhere established, and 
when all the nations would live together in peace and harmony. 
This widespread feeling prepared the way for the great upheaval, 
known as the revolutions of 1848. 

The Revolution of 1848 in France : How the second republic was 
established and why it was short-lived. For ten years there had 
been increasing dissatisfaction with the government of Louis 
Philippe. Many middle-class Moderates demanded an extension 
of the suffrage, and laws doing away with the corrupt practices 
by w^hich the government controlled elections. The lower-class 
Republicans, led by Cavaignac and Lamartine, still hoped to see 
a democratic republic established in France. Meantime a work- 
ingman’s Socialist party had been established by Louis Blanc, who 
had worked out a scheme for the reorganization of industry which 
he called the system, of national workshops.” By this scheme the 
great industries would be owned and operated by the managers and 
workers together, and all would share in the profits. Thus the 
Moderates were demanding electoral reform, and the Republicans 
were hoping to establish a democratic republic, while the Socialists 
w^anted not only a democratic republic but a socialistic reorganiza- 
tion of industry as well 

The government of Louis Philippe refused to consider any of 
these reforms. It even tried to prevent the discussion of reform by 
making it illegal to hold political meetings without a permit. So 
the people held banquets, and after dinner talked politics. In 
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Attack on the ChateaU'-b’Eau in 1848 

From a lithograph by Jules David. The Republicans tried to reach the 
Tuileries, where Louis Philippe was, but were held at this barricade. 

February, 1848, arrangements were made for a great banquet in 
Paris. When the government refused to permit a ban€|uet to be 
held, the people determined to hold it anyway. They raised barri- 
cades, resisted the police, and cried, Down with Louis Philippe I 
As in 1830, the king’s troops made little effort to suppress the up- 
rising. Louis Philippe became frightened and fled from Paris, as 
Charles X had done in 1830. The revolutionists then proclaimed 
a republic, and formed a provisional government. 

The provisional government consisted of five Republicans and 
four Socialists. The socialists demanded that steps be taken to 
carry out Louis Blanc’s scheme for national workshops. This the 
Republicans did not wish to do, and it could not be done very well 
anyway in the midst of a revolution; and so all that the pro- 
visional government did was to offer a small weekly wage to all 
men who had no employment.* The result was that crowds of men 
came flocking to Paris, and soon there were about iio,ooO' men in 
the city receiving a weekly wage from the government. As, the 
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government had little or nothing for them to do, they spent their 
time pleasantly in the caffe talking politics. They cared little 
about Louis Blanc's scheme of national workshops, and they soon 
found new leaders who talked wildly and enthusiastically about the 

social revolution " which would do away with private property 
and get rid of the bankers and all rich people. The provisional 
government was helpless before the hundred thousand armed men 
who marched up and down the streets threatening everyone who 
opposed them. For months these so-called Socialists had every- 
thing their own way, terrorizing the city and the government. 

Making the best terms they could with the Socialists, the pro- 
visional government meantime called for the election of a National 
Assembly to draft a new constitution for France. The National 
Assembly, elected by aU men over twenty-one years of age, assem- 
bled in Paris in May, 1848. The first thing it did was to restore 
order in Paris. Ail people of property were now thoroughly 
frightened by socialism," and a middle-class army was organized 
to support the National Assembly. The Republican leader, 
Cavaignac, was appointed general and Dictator," and after four 
days of bloody fighting in the streets of Paris the working-class 
Socialists w^ere dispersed and driven out of the city. Ten thousand 
people were killed or wounded. This episode was known as the 

bloody June days " of 1848. 

The National Assembly then drafted a new constitution for 
France. The new constitution provided for a president and a 
single legislative body, both elected by the people. The new form 
of government was thus a democratic republic," much like the 
Republic of 1793. It is known in French history as the second 
republic." The first elections under this new republican govern- 
ment were held in December, 1848, and May, 1849. For president 
the people elected Louis Napoleon, nephew of Napoleon I, by an 
overwhelming majority, while about two-thirds of the members 
chosen for the Assembly were men who were not in favor of a 
republic. 

This curious result needs a little explaining. There are two 
explanations. First, during the years since 3:815 the people of 
F ranee had come to regard the first Napoleon as a great hero and 
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patriot who had made France admired and feared in Europe. The 
peasants, especially, thought of him as a kind of superman \¥ho had 
given them their lands and freed them from the control of the 
nobles. They therefore thought that his nephew, Louis Napoleon, 
must be a great man because he bore a great name. In voting for 
Louis Napoleon, they voted for a name instead of a man. Sec- 
ondly, the bloody June days had greatly alarmed people all over 
France. The peasants were told that the Socialists desired to take 
away their lands and to destroy morality and religion. They were 
told that the Republicans were not much better than the Socialists. 
The peasants therefore thought of Republicans and Socialists as 
very radical and' dangerous men. Hence they said, We will be on 
the safe side and elect conservative men to the new Assembly — 
men who will not try to take awa}’' our lands and destroy our 
religion.^’ 

Thus the Republic of 1848 had a bad start. The bloody June 
days had made people distrust Republicans as well as Socialists. 
The republic was scarcely established before people lost faith in it. 
No wonder it did not last long. It lasted until 1852, when Louis 
Napoleon abolished it and established the second empire. We shall 
see later how easily he did that. But first we must see how the 
revolutionary movement spread over Europe, what it did in other 
countries, and how it failed there also. 

The Revolution of 1848 in Italy, Germany, and Austria: Why it 
succeeded for a time and then utterly failed. The revolution in 
Paris was like a spark falling into a powder barrel — • it produced 
a great explosion. The news of the downfall of Louis Philippe 
spread rapidly throughout Europe, and within a few weeks the 
people in Italy, Germany, and Austria were in open rebellion against 
the autocratic governments under which they lived. In one way 
these revolutions were all alike. They were all inspired by the 
desire of the people for political liberty. In each of the states into 
which Italy and Germany were divided, the revolutionists demanded 
the establishment of a constitution, by means of which the people 
should be given a share in government. In Austria the chief ra- 
cial groups — Bohemians, Hungarians, Poles, and Serbo-Croats ' — ^ 
demanded local self government within the empire. 
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View of Zurich, Switzerland, Early Nineteenth Century 
In the foreground at the right is an open- air caf6. 

The revolutions came so suddenly, and were so widespread, that 
at first the various rulers could not resist them. They made con- 
cessions by granting, or promising to grant, what the people 
demanded. Even the most powerful rulers, the King of Prussia 
and the Emperor of Austria, had to give way at first. In Berlin 
the people erected barricades, and for many days the city was in 
a state of turmoil On March i8, Frederick William, hoping to 
prevent bloodshed, came out on the balcony of his palace to speak 
to the people. They refused to listen, until he took off his hat as 
a sign of respect. So the king took off his liat and then promised to 
call an assembly to aid in forming a constitution for Prussia. 

The Austrian Emperor Ferdinand and his famous minister, 
Metternich, hardly knew what to do first, since they saw revo- 
lutions in full swing everywhere they looked — in Bohemia, Hun- 
gary, Poland, Venetia-Lombardy, and even in the streets of Vienna. 
Metternich was so unpopular that, in fear of his life, he fled in dis- 
guise to England. The emperor made promises. He promised to 
permit the Bohemians to govern Bohemia as they liked. He 
promised the same to the Hungarians, To pacify the Germans he 
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called an assembly to meet in Vienna to form, a constitution for the 
■em,pire. Vienna nevertheless remained in a state of turmoil. In 
May, 1848, the poor emperor removed his toppling government to 
Innsbruck and shortly after abdicated in favor of his young nephew, 
Francis Joseph. 

Thus at first the revolutionar}^ movement seemed to be successful. 
The people were everywhere jubilant. .But these bright hopes 
were soon dashed. After the first few months everything went from 
bad to worse, and within little more than a year the entire revolu- 
tionary^ movement had hopelessly collapsed. 

There were many reasons for the collapse of the revolutionary 
movements of 1848, and the reasons were somewhat different in 
different countries. But perhaps the chief reason in every country 
was that the revolutionists could not agree as to what should be 
done. Some were satisfied with their old hereditary rulers but 
wanted political privileges given to the well-to-do middle classes. 
Others wanted to abolish hereditary rulers altogether and have 
a democratic republic. Besides, the revolutionists were divided by 
religious diffe,rences and by racial and national hatreds. And 
finally, as in all revolutions, a great many people took part who did 
not know what they wanted — except, perhaps, to make a dis- 
turbance. The confusion and rioting and bloodshed which every- 
where resulted from these divisions and hatreds made it easier for 
the rulers to suppress the revolutio.ns and recover their old power in 
the end. 

In Italy the revolution was at first directed by the Moderate 
middle classes, who forced the rulers to grant constitutions giving 
the m,iddle classes political privileges. This did not at ail satisfy 
the Republican followers of Mazzini, w,ho very soon organized iiio,re 
violent revolutions in some places. Republics were established, in 
Florence and Rome. Mazzini himself, after long years of exile, 
returned to Italy, took charge of the revolution at Rome, and for 
some months was the virtual ruler of the ancient city of the popes 
and the Caesars. This, Mazzini thought, was the beginni.n.g of the 
great revolution to which he had looked forward' so long. He 
expected .that the Roman republican revolution would .spread .to. 
all Italy, and from Italy to ail Europe. 
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But the result was not as Mazzini hoped. The Republican 
revolutions at Rome and Florence were not to the liking of the 
Moderate middle-class people. They were frightened by the 
bloodshed and turmoil that accompanied the revolutions at Rome 
and Florence. “ This is going too far/’ they said. After all, the 
old system was better than this.” Thus many well-to-do people 
who had supported the movement in its early stages turned away 
from it and were ready to support the rulers in restoring the old 
forms of government. 

The revolution in the Austrian Empire failed even more com- 
pletely, and for similar reasons. In Bohemia, a bitter quarrel 
developed between the Germans and the Czechs. The German 
inhabitants of Bohemia wanted to be united to Germany; the 
Czechs wanted to keep Bohemia separate from Germany. In 
Hungary the Magyars were divided into the Moderates, led by 
Francis Deak, and the Republicans, led by Kossuth. Besides, 
there were many Slavic peoples in Hungary, such as the Croats and 
the Rumanians, who hated the Magyars as much as the Magyars 
hated the Austrians. In Vienna the lower-class workmen got con- 
trol of the revolutionary movement, and this frightened the middle- 
class Moderates, who were glad enough to see the emperor recover 
his power in Vienna. Thus the emperor gradually recovered all 
his old authority, first in Bohemia, then in Italy and Austria 
proper, and at last in Hungary (August, 1849). 

In Germany the revolutionists wanted something more than 
constitutional government in each of the several states. They 
wanted in addition national unity — that is, a more effective federal 
government for the whole of Germany. To accomplish this object 
the people elected a national assembly which sat at Frankfurt, and 
is known as the Frankfurt National Assembly (May, 1848 -May, 
1849). It included many of the ablest scholars and the most 
distinguished political leaders of Germany. All members of the 
assembly were in favor of establishing a strong federal government 
for Germany, but they differed as to the best method of organizing 
such a government. There were about two hundred Republicans 
who wished to establish a federal republic, similar to that in the 
United States; but the majority was in favor of making the feder- 
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ation an hereditary empire. Then there was the question of 
whether Austria should be included in the German federation. It 
seemed wrong to exclude the German people of Austria ; but how 
could the Austrian Germans be included without also including the 
entire Austrian Empire, with its large population of Czechs, Poles, 
Magyars, Croats, and other non- 
German peoples? This was the 
chief question which the Frank- 
furt National Assembly had to 
decide. 

The assembly finally voted to ex- 
clude the Austrian Empire from 
the new German federation. A 
constitution was drafted which pro- 
vided for a legislature consisting of 
an upper chamber representing the 
states (excluding Austria), and a 
lower chamber representing the 
people (including the Germans of Austria). On Alarch 28, 1S49, 
it was voted that Frederick William of Prussia should be the 
executive head of the federal government, and a committee was 
appointed to invite him to approve of the constitution and take the 
title of German Emperor. But Frederick William refused to take 
the title of Emperor. The Austrian Emperor, having suppressed 
the revolution in Austria, made it plain that he would not permit 
Austria to be excluded from the new German federation if he could 
help it. Frederick William was unwilling to risk a war with 
Austria. He wanted to be Emperor of Germany but he was not 
willing to fight for it. 

Thus the work of the Frankfurt National Assembly all went for 
nothing. The members gradually dispersed, and in a short time 
the old Confederation of 1815 was restored. Nearly all the German 
rulers withdrew the constitutions they had granted. But Frederick 
William, although he refused to approve of the constitution for the 
German federation, did keep his promise to grant a constitution to 
Prussia. The Constitution of Prussia (January, 1850) gave a great 
deal of. power to the king, but it established a legislative pariiam,eEt 
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consisting of an upper chamber composed of peers, and a lower 
chamber (Landtag) elected by the people in such a way that the 
very wealthy people chose most of the members. This was not 
a very liberal constitution, but at least it was a constitution. It 
remained in force in Prussia until 1919. 

How the revolutions of 1848 had important results in spite of the 
fact that they failed. People often learn more by failure than by 
success. What they usually learn by failure is to try again, or to try 
some other method of achieving the desired end. Perhaps the most 
important result of the failure of the revolutions of 1848 was that it 
helped to change the trend of political thought in Europe. It made 
people lose faith in violent revolution as a means of obtaining 
political liberty. Most of the things that people had tried to 
obtain by the revolutions of 1848 were actually obtained a few 
years later — between i860 and 1875. Inuring these years, as we 
shall see presently (Chapters XII-XIV), Italy won her national 
independence, Germany was unified under Prussian leadership, 
the Austrian Empire was reorganized, France became a republic, 
and in all these countries the people gained a share in the control of 
their governments. But these results were not obtained by up- 
risings of the people against their governments. They were 
obtained for the most part by the governments themselves, mainly 
through diplomacy and war. In the following chapters we shall 
learn how the people won political liberty by other means than 
those used in the revolutions of 1848. 

QUESTIONS 

1. Why is this chapter divided into three main parts ? What is meant 
by the 'bSettlement of 1815'’? What was the Holy Alliance? the 
Concert of Europe ? Why did the people keep on making revolutions ? 
How were the revolutions of 1820 suppressed? 

2. What kind of government was established in France by the Charter 
of 1814? Who was Charles X, and how did he bring on the July Revo- 
lution of 1830? What two parties carried through the revolution? 
How did their ideas differ? Why was Louis Philippe chosen as king? 
What was accomplished by the Revolution of 1830 in France? 

3. Why did the Belgians desire to be independent of Holland, and 
how did they win their independence? What was the '‘neutralization” 
of Belgium ? 
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4. How was the English House of Commons elected before 1832? 
Why did it not represent the people? Tell all you can about the Indus- 
trial Revolution in England. Why did it make a reform of Parliament 
more necessary? What were the three parties in England, and what 
were their ideas about parliamentary reform? How was the Reform 
Bill of 1832 carried through Parliament ? What did this bill accomplish ? 

5. Why did the trend of thought become more hopeful after 1830? 
What was the humanitarian movement; the liberal and democratic 
political movement? Who was Mazzini, and how was his influence 
exerted? Describe the peace movement wflich took place in the first 
half of the nineteenth century. How did these new ideas help to bring 
about the revolutions of 1848? 

6. Why were people dissatisfied wdth the government of Louis 
Philippe? How did the Revolution of 1848 begin in France? Tell 
something about Louis Blanc and his socialistic ideas. What were the 
‘‘bloody June days” of 1848? How w^as the second republic estab- 
lished in France, and wfly did it get a bad start? Why did the people 
choose Louis Napoleon as president of the republic? 

7. How do you explain the fact that revolutions broke out throughout 
Italy, Austria, and Germany immediately after the revolution in France? 
What was the object of all these revolutions ? What political differences 
existed among the revolutionists in each country ? What national and 
racial differences existed? WTiy w^as the Frankfurt National Assembly 
elected? What was the chief question that it had to settle? What 
kind of government did it propose to establish for Germany? Why 
was the Austrian Empire excluded ? Why did Frederick William refuse 
the title of German Emperor ? 

8. Write a brief statement (about 200 words) of the causes of the 
revolutions of 1848 and the reasons wfly these revolutions were at first 
successful but soon completely failed. 
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C HAPTER XI. THE SECOND EMPIRE IN FRANCE: HOW 
LOUIS NAPOLEON BECAME A GREAT MAN BY VIRTUE 
OF BEING THE NEPHEW OF HIS UNCLE 

Frotn time to time there are created men . . , in whose hands the destinies of their 
country are placed. I believe inyself to be one of those men. Napoleon III 

Why revolutions went out of fashion after 1850. For sixty years 
before 1850 there were many popular revolutions in Europe, and 
some of the important changes in government and society were 
the outcome of these revolutions. During the sixty years follow- 
ing 1850 there w^ere many important changes in government and 
society also, but they were for the most part not brought about 
by popular revolutions. We may say that after 1850 popular 
revolutions, as a means of effecting political changes, went out of 
fashion. 

One reason was that people were discouraged by the failure of 
the revolutionary upheaval of 1848. Before 1848 men had looked 
forward with hope and confidence to better times coming, when 
war and poverty would cease and people would be justly governed 
because they would govern themselves. Then revolutions had 
broken out all over Europe and for a few months the better times 
coming seemed to be coming with a rush, through the effort of 
the people to take things into their own hands. But then, quite 
as suddenly, the revolutions were all suppressed, and in spite of 
all the confusion and bloodshed, governments were even more 
repressive than before. Consequently people were discouraged. 

3 S 4 ’■ 
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They were inciined to say : '' If freedom could ever be won by vio- 
lent methods, it coiiid have been won this time. It must be that 
violent revolution is not the best way to win freedom.'” 

Besides losing faith in popular revolution as a means of bringing 
about better conditions, many people lost faith in the possibility 
of bringing about better conditions in any way. “ After all,” 
many people were inciined to say, “ the world will always be what 
i.t has been — a place where the few are powerful and happy, w^hile 
the many are poor and helpless.” After 1850 the trend of thought 
w^as less optimistic and hiimamtarian, more pessimisik and realistk. 
This change in the trend of thought is well illustrated by the sudden 
popularity of the great German philosopher, Schopenhauer. In 
1850 Schopenhauer was sixty- two years of age. Alany years before, 
he had published a book called The World as Will and Idea^ in 
which he maintained that life is evil and that the best anyone can 
do is to avoid the evil of life as much as possible by ceasing to strug- 
gle. But no one paid much attention to Schopenhauer and his 
pessimistic philosophy of life until after 1850, when he suddenly 
became popular. His books were republished, studied in the uni- 
versities, and widely read, for people were now in a frame of mind, 
to accept his pessimism. It is likely that life ne\"er seemed so good 
to Schopenhauer as in these later years when everyone was prais- 
ing his books, which taught that life is an evil. 

Thus for many years after 1850 people were more inclined to 
accept the world as they found it. If they did not. abandon the 
hope of political freedom and social reform, at least they were 
more disposed to follow the lead of rulers and statesmen. As it 
happened, during the twenty-five years after 1S50 three men in 
three countries rose to prominence and became the ceiitrai figures 
of that time. These three were Louis Napoleon, Cam.illo Cavour, 
and Prince Bismarck. They were not opposed to political changes. 
They were, indeed, very much in favor of them. ; but they did not 
believe that these changes could be brought about by popular 
revolutions. They believed that w^hatever changes were made 
could best be made by the established governments., by m.eans o 
diplomacy, war, or legislation. Since the people we.re in a mood 
to follow these great ,m,en, many of the great changes of the perit>d 
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I from 1850 to 1875 were the outcome of the ambitions and rivalries 

of these three men. 

In this chapter and the next two we shall study the doings of 
these leaders. First of all we must learn about Louis Napoleon 
and the second empire, which he established in France. 

Why the people chose Louis Napoleon to be president of the 
second republic. We have already seen that the chief result of 
the Revolution of 1848 in France was the establishment of the 
second republic, and that the people of France, by an overwhelm- 
ing majority, chose Louis Napoleon to be president of the republic. 
This meant that for some reason the people of France had great 
faith in Louis Napoleon. We must first of all try to understand 
||j. . why' that was so. 

V Until 1848, Louis Napoleon had had a somewhat romantic career. 

8 He was the son of Louis Bonaparte, King of Holland (1806-1810), 

and the nephew of the great Napoleon Bonaparte. When Napo- 
leon Bonaparte’s son died in 1832, Louis Napoleon became the head 
j|, of the Bonaparte family and heir to whatever claims and expecta- 

tions of a political sort the family had. The claims were slight 
enough, since the great Napoleon had renounced the imperial title 
for himself and his heirs. But Louis Napoleon never quite lost 
the hope of some day playing a great part in the history of France. 

I believe,” he said on one occasion, that from time to time there 
are created men whom I will call providential, in whose hands the 
destinies of their country are placed. I believe myself to be one 
of these men.” 

Louis Napoleon scarcely looked the part of a great man. Like 
his famous uncle, he was a short little man, with a body too long 
for his legs ; and his large head^ deep-set somber eyes, and black 
niustachios gave him somewhat the appearance of the villain in 
a melodrama who pursues but never obtains the fair lady. Indeed, 
until 1848 the man was something of a joke, more laughed at than 
feared. He started two insurrections against the Citizen King, 
Louis Philippe — one in 1836, one in 1840. Both were complete 
failures. In 1840 the French government condemned him to per- 
petual imprisonment at Ham, but feared him so little that he was 
allowed to escape to England, where he lived in exile for several 
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years. Yet all these comic opera adventures surrounded the little 
man with an air of romance which made people at least take note 
of him. 

People took note of him less for himself and his achievements 
than for his name. The name Napoleon was not one to be for- 
gotten, Frenchmen remembered the splendid achievements of 
the first Napoleon and took pride in the glory he had conferred 
on France. In the dull years after 1830 they recalled the lonely 
figure in the white waistcoat and 
cocked hat on the desert isle of 
St. Helena, and it seemed to them 
that his punishment had been 
severe — too severe. The English 
had kept him prisoner there, and 
it was said that they had treated 
him badly. Alany books w^ere 
published about the great Napo- 
leon. Among these was one sup- 
posed to have been written by 
Napoleon himself, called Memoirs 
Dictated by Napoleon at St. Helena. 

Another was the History of the Consulate and the Empire by the 
well-known politician Adolphe Thiers. A third was a little volume 
by Louis Napoleon, called Napoleonic Ideas. The gist of these 
books was that Napoleon had accomplished great things for France 
and would have accomplished greater things still if his enemies, 
especially the English, had not interfered with his plans and 
carried him off to die on St ''.Helena. So there grew up in France 
what is called the “ Napoleonic legend ’’’ — a great admiration for 
Napoleon Bonaparte and ail that the name stood for, a kind of 
hero-worship which forgot most of the evil he had done and re- 
membered chiefly the good. In 1840 his body was brought back, 
fro.m St. Helena and with much pomp and cerem.ony was interred 
in Paris. Visitors to Paris came daily in crowds to visit the Iie,r0’s 
tomb, and throughout France the peasants, regarding him, as a 
kind of' demigod who had liberated them, from, feudal ,se,rfdom,, 
gave his portrait the place of honor in their homes 
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It was Louis Napoleon who profited by ail this worship of the 
Napoleonic name. People contrasted the achievements of the 
present king, Louis Philippe, with those of Napoleon Bonaparte, 
to the great disadvantage of the former. They began to ask them- 
selves: “Was not France happier and more powerful under the 
Bonaparte empire than it is now under the stodgy and timid Citi- 
zen King? Perhaps Louis Napoleon, whom we have laughed at, 
is a great man too. Perhaps it is his ^ destiny,’ as he says, to com- 
plete the work begun by his famous uncle. Perhaps! Who 
knows? ” Thus it was that people came to have faith in Louis 
Napoleon because he bore a great name. 

This was why, in 1848, seven million Frenchmen voted for Louis 
Napoleon to be president of the republic. 

How Louis Napoleon established the second empire, 1852. From 
the moment he became president, Louis Napoleon set about to 
overthrow the republic and make himself emperor. Already popu- 
lar, he became month by month more so. He often presided at 
public occasions and went about making speeches — very clever 
speeches they were, too, for Louis Napoleon knew how, by saying 
undisputed things in a very solemn way, to convince every class 
of people that he was its friend and would do what it wanted done. 
In this way he convinced the Catholics that he was a good friend 
of religion, and the business men that he was a defender of property, 
and the laboring men that he would protect them against the rich. 
And so for two years the people of France became more and more 
convinced that their president was a great man, whose destiny it 
was to accomplish some great thing for France. 

But the more people admired Louis Napoleon, the less they 
thought of the republic of which he was president. The new repub- 
lic had had a bad start. It had been born in the midst of confusion 
and bloodshed, and the rioting and lawlessness of the so-called 
Socialists in 1848 (see p. 344) had made people think that the re- 
public w^as a weak form of government w^hich would not be able to 
protect property or preserve order. And so it happened that in 
1849, when the elections were held for members of the Chamber of 
Deputies, only about one-fourth of the members were Republicans. 
With a president who was determined to restore the Bonapartist 
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empirej and a legislature of which the majority were monareliists, 
the new republic had indeed little chance of enduring. 

For two years (1849-1851) the president and the Legislative 
Assembly quarreled over every conceivable question. The object 
of each was to put the other in the wrong and obtain the support of 
the people for its own projects. But in this quarrel the Legis- 
lative Assembly was under a great handicap because it was itself 
divided into hostile groups: (i) Republicans, who wanted to pre- 
serve the republic; (2) “ Orleanists,” who wanted to restore the 
Orleans monarchy ; and (3) Legitimists,” who wanted to place the 
successor of Charles X on the throne. Louis Napoleon, cleverly 
fostered all these quarrels and divisions in order to frustrate the 
efforts of the Legislative Assembly and convince the people that 
the republic was a failure. He urged the Legislative Assembly 
to pass a law greatly restricting the right to vote, and then, when 
the legislature did this, he made himself popular by complaining 
that they had tried to usurp authority by taking awa\" the rights 
of the people. At last, in 1851, when his term of office was about 
to expire, he asked the Legislative Assembly to revise the constitu- 
tion, so that he might be re-elected to the office of president. The 
Legislative Assem,biy refused to revise the constitution. Thus 
the final issue was this : Should Louis Napoleon :reti.re to private 
life, or should he be continued in power? On this question, the 
great majority of the people were on the side of Louis Napoleon ; 
they did not want him to retire, any more than, he wanted to hi,m- 
seif. .Knowing this very well, Louis Napoleon proceeded to carry 
out a coup (Telat — a little revolution of his own. 

This fam.ous event occurred on December 2, 1851, the anniver- 
sary of the coronation of Napoleon in 1804. As president, Louis 
Napoleon appo,in,ted the minister of war and the minister of police, 
and so he had the military force in his hands. During the early 
morning hours the chief political leaders were arrested and im- 
prisoned. Soldie,rs were stationed in the .legislative chamber, 
and in other important points in Paris. The telegraph and the 
post office were taken over by the president. Meantime placards 
were put up in the streets stating that the p,resident had assumed 
the authority of restoring universal suffrage, of dissolving the Legis- 
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lative Assembly, and of calling the people to vote on a proposed 
revision of the constitution. The people, he said, were the only 
sovereign ’’ authority in France, and to them he would submit the 
quarrel between himself and the Legislative Assembly. There 
was some opposition in Paris to these high-handed proceedings. 
Three barricades were erected and 150 people killed. But the 
opposition was easily put down, for the mass of the people were 
ready to see Louis Napoleon assume authority. On December 20 
the people of France, by a vote of 7,439,216 to 640,737, sanctioned 
the acts of the president and authorized him to revise the consti- 
tution. 

The new constitution was soon prepared and published. It was 
carefully modeled on the first constitution, proclaimed by Napoleon 
in 1799 — the Constitution of the Decennial Consulate. It pro- 
vided that Louis Napoleon should be president for ten years, and 
conferred on him the authority to govern France with the aid of a 
Council of State, a Senate, and a Chamber of Deputies. The 
Council of State was to be appointed by the president, the Senate 
partly so. The Chamber of Deputies was to be elected by uni- 
versal suffrage, but its powers were chiefly confined to voting for 
or against measures presented to it by the president. In reality 
the new constitution made the president, Louis Napoleon, virtually 
the ruler of France. So little opposition w^as there to this form of 
government that Louis Napoleon soon asked the people to vote 
again — this time on the question of whether he should take the 
title of Emperor. On November 21, 1852, the people voted, 
7,824,189 to 253,145, in favor of transforming the republic into 
an hereditary empire. On December 2, 1852, Louis Napoleon 
was accordingly proclaimed Napoleon III, Emperor of the French. 
Thus was the second empire established in France. 

Why the people of France forgot about political liberty for ten 
years. The second empire lasted nearly twenty years — until 
the Franco-Prussian War of 1870. French historians commonly 
divide the history of this empire into two periods. The first period 
(1852-1860) they call the period of the ^' Autocratic Empire,'' 
because during these years Napoleon kept all power strictly in his 
own hands. The second period they call the period of the “ Liberal 
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Empire/’ because during those years Napoleon gradually conceded 
certain powers to the Chamber of Deputies. We shall learn some- 
thing about the Liberal Empire later, in connection with the 
Franco-Prussian War (Chapter XIV). Now we must see what 
Napoleon succeeded in accomplishing during the period of the 
Autocratic Empire. 

The truth is that during the first decade of the empire Napoleon 
succeeded so well that the world was much astonished, and he must 
have been somewhat astonished himself. For ten years he was the 
central figure, not only of France, but of Europe as well. 

The great majority of the French people eagerly welcomed the 
empire. After the bloody days of the Revolution of 1S48, and the 
uncertainties and weaknesses of the republic, they were more than 
willing to exchange the semblance of political liberty for a govern- 
ment that seemed to be efficient and was certainly brilliant. No 
one paid much attention to the Chamber of Deputies, which de- 
liberated in secret session and rarely ventured to oppose the projects 
which the emperor laid before it. It was much more interesting 
to 'watch the soldiers, in bright new red-and-biue imifornis, who 
were everywhere in evidence, or to read about tlie doyigs of the 
imperial court, which imitated as well as it could the brilliant 
court of the first Napoleon. Most interesting of all was the ro- 
mantic figure of the emperor, who could often be seen riding with 
the empress in the Bois de Boulogne, or with a flourish of trumpets 
galloping down the avenue at the head of the Imperial Guard. 
The silent and self-contained little man with the somber eyes be- 
came the “ Man of Destiny,” the source of power and the inoider of 
fashions. Politicians turned to him for favors, and all the smart 
young men noted the cut of his clothes, grew imperials,” and 
endeavored to cultivate mustachios as neatly waxed and pointed 
as might be. 

Napoleon was acclaimed because he made the empire a good 
show, well worth watching ; but that was not the only, or even the 
chief, reason for his power. His great success during , the first 
ten years was. due partly to his own shrewd policy, partly to fortu- 
nate circumstances. Let us see first what the fortunate circum- 
stances were, and then what good use Napoleon made of them. 
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How the discovery of gold in California helped to make Napoleon 
a great man. Shakespeare said that some are born great, some 
achieve greatness, and some have greatness thrust upon them.'’ 
Many things contributed to thrust greatness upon Napoleon III. 
We have already mentioned some of them. He had a glamorous 
name. People were disgusted with the government of Louis 
Philippe, tired of revolution, and afraid of socialism and radical 
republican experiments. All these circumstances contributed 
to Napoleon’s greatness. But the thing that probably did most 
to make people satisfied with Napoleon’s government was the fact 
that the period from 1850 to i860 was one of great business pros- 
perity, Prices were steadily rising, and most people, having a 
little more free money in their pockets than usual, were quite con- 
tent with things as they were. Moreover, since this new pros- 
perity came in with Napoleon’s empire, most people were likely 
to think that he had brought it about. 

Perhaps he did. But economists are inclined to say that the 
business prosperity of that time was largely due to the discovery of 
gold in California in the year 1848. As a result of that event the 
amount of gold in the world was steadily increased, and as the 
amount of gold increased, the value of any definite amount of it 
— for example a dollar or a franc — declined. This meant that 
money, the dollar or the franc, w^ould buy less than formerly, 
which is only another way of saying that prices were higher. What- 
ever the cause may have been, the fact remains that between 1850 
and i860 the general level of prices in France, and in other coun- 
tries too, became every year a little higher. This was good for 
all those who, had something to sell — farmers and manufacturers 
and shopkeepers — and for those who wished to launch new enter- 
prises, and for the bankers who wished to lend them money for 
the new enterprises. The decade was a kind of “ boom period,” 
and even the laboring class profited because jobs were plentiful 
and wages not so bad. During this time, therefore, the majority 
of the people were generally able to live pretty well and pay their 
debts and have a little to put in the bank. So they were, for the 
most part, well content, and the republic seemed well lost for a 
government that brought prosperity in its train. Napoleon’s 
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empire seemed to provide the people not only with a brilliant show 
but with, the money to enjo}' it. 

Napoleon did not discover gold in. California, nor did he c,reate 
the business prosperity which followed that event ; but he was 
shrewd enough to take advantage of favoral.>le circumstances. 
He said that previous governments in France had failed because 
they favored one class or party at the expense of others. The 
government of Charles X had .favored the nobles and the clergy ; 
the govern.ment of Louis Philippe had favored, the business men 
and bankers. Napoleon said that it would be his policy to pro* 
mote the interests of all classes equally. Perhaps he did not quite 
do that; but at least he aimed, to. do so,me thing to please eve.ry 
class or party that might prove troublesome if he neglected it. The 
classes that Napoleon aimed to please, by favoring their ideas or 
promoting their material interests, we.re chiefly .four: (i) the 
Catholic clergy; (2) the great landowners; (3) the business 
men ; and (4) .the laborers. 
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How Napoleon tried to please the Catholic clergy. As we have 
seen, one very powerful party in France was the Bourbon or Legiti- 
mist party that is, the party that still thought Charles X had 
been wrongfully deposed in 1830 and still professed allegiance to 
the Count of Chainbord, as the “ legitimate king. This party 
was composed chiefly of the Catholic clergy and the great land- 
owners, especially the great landowmers who were descended from 
the old noble families. These two groups still possessed much 
infiiience, and Napoleon knew that he must do something to dis- 
arm their opposition, at least, even if he could not win their whole- 
hearted loyalty. He never won the support of the old nobles, 
but by winning the support of the clergy he split the Legitimist 
party in two and so undermined its influence. 

Napoleon did two things especially to please the clergy and the 
Catholics. First of all he made himself the champion of Pope 
Pius IX. In 1849 had been deprived of his temporal political 
power and exiled from Rome by Mazzini and his followers, who 
thereupon established the short-lived Roman Republic. In that 
same year, while he was still only president of the French Republic, 
Na[x}leon sent troops to Italy and helped to overthrow Mazzini’s 
r€pu!)lic. It was thus partly through Napoleon’s support that 
the pa]>al government was restored in Rome ; and for twenty years 
it was largely through Napoleon’s support that the Pope was able 
to maintain his [volitical power. The pro-papal policy of Napoleon 
was naturally very pleasing to the French Catholics and especially 
so to the clergy. 

In the second place, Napoleon did much to increase the influence 
of the ('atholic Church in the schools. The great Revolution of 
1789 had d(*prived the Catholic clergy of many privileges. Among 
these f>rivileges none was more valued than the control of educa- 
tion. Ever since 1789 the public schools had. been controlled by 
the government, and many restrictions had been placed on the 
establishment of private schools by the Catholics. The govern- 
ment of Louis Philippe had been especially anti-clerical ” in 
matters of education — that is, opposed to the employment • of 
Catholic priests in the public schools and unfriendly to the private 
schools established by Catholics. The Catholics therefore com- 
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plained bitterly that the schools of France were anti-religious, 
that they taught the children to be free-thinkers/^ and that this 
was the chief reason for the growth of immorality and of dangerous 
political doctrines such as socialism. Napoleon pleased the clergy 
and the Catholics by favoring the Catholics in the schools. Cer- 
tain courses in the University of Paris which they complained of 
(history and philosophy) were discontinued. The establishment 
of Catholic primary schools was made easier, so that the number 
of such schools rapidly increased and far more children were 
educated by Catholic priests. 

These measures won over the majority of the Catholic clergy, 
who commonly acclaimed Napoleon as the champion of religion 
and morality. 

Once he had won the clergy to his side, Napoleon had little to 
fear from the Legitimist party ; but he did what he could to please 
the great landowners, especially those who belonged to the old 
noble families. He welcomed them at the court when they 
deigned to present themselves. He willingly appointed them to 
high office. But the chief thing Napoleon did to disarm the 
opposition of the old nobles w^as to aid them in enlarging their 
landed estates. 

The ancient nobility of France was of course much less wealthy 
and powerful than it had been before 1789. During the Revo- 
lution many nobles had been deprived of their estates, and these 
were only partly restored in 1815. Besides, the law of inheritance 
established by the Civil Code (see p. 274), which required that 
estates should be divided upon the death of the owner, made it 
difficult to maintain their estates from generation to generation. 
The noble families felt that they could never recover their former 
influence in government and society unless they could become 
again, as they had been before 1789, a great landowning class. To 
increase their landed possessions was therefore one of the chief 
ambitions of the old noble families. Napoleon helped them to do 
this by making it easy for them to purchase land, A Land Bank ” 
{Credit Fonder) was established (afterward absorbed into the Bank 
of France), which, at low rates of interest, made long term loans 
secured by mortgages on land. Many nobles made use of the 
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bank to enlarge their estates, and this friendly policy diminished 
the opposition of the old aristocracy to the empire. 

How Napoleon tried to please the business men and the laborers. 
XapoltH)n was not a man to harbor grievances or to punish enemies 
hr Ihi,' fun «)f it. A vindictive man, in his place, would have found 
many cmeniies to punish. He had suffered great humiliations 
under the giU'enniient of Louis Philippe, and Louis Philippe had 
notoriously grn’cnied in the interest of the business men and the 
flankers. Xapoleon exiled the Orleanist princes and confiscated 
tlieir estates, fait he showed no hostility toward the business men 
and bankers who had supported the Orleanist government. On 
the contrary, lie made a special effort to promote the interests of 
this powerful class. 

For example, although convinced that free trade would prove 
beneficial, to France in the long run, Napoleon maintained for some 
years the tariffs and other .restrictions on imports, because he knew 
that the manufacturing class was -favorable to such restrictions. 
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He revised the patent and bankruptcy laws so that the owners of 
industries would profit more if their enterprises proved successful 
and suffer less if they failed. Above all, Napoleon was interested 
in the success of great public enterprises, such as the building of 
railroads, steamships, and telegraph lines. It is difficult to realize 
that in Napoleon’s day locomotives and steamships were novelties, 
much as the airplane is in our day. Many people could not see 
that they would ever replace sailing ships and wagons as the chief 
means of travel and transportation. Someone said that the rail- 
roads were after all “ only rich men’s toys,” which the people as a 
whole could hardly be expected to pay for. But Napoleon was 
convinced that steam and electricity were the forces of the future 
— that they would revolutionize industry and the conditions of 
life — and he was eager to use the power of the government to 
help this revolution along. 

One of the difficulties was that the new enterprises (railroads, 
steamships, telegraph lines) required for their development a 
great deal of money — more than the ordinary capitalist or corpo- 
ration possessed or was willing to risk. To meet this difliculty 
Napoleon assisted in promoting an institution known as the 

Commercial Bank ” {Credit MohUier), It was not quite like an 
ordinary bank, but rather a joint-stock company which made loans 
and issued notes. People invested their money in it by buying 
shares which paid annual dividends ; but it was especially designed 
to loan large sums of money, at low rates of interest, for the pro- 
motion of great industrial enterprises and public works. Among 
other things, it supplied much of the capital for extending the 
French railroads and its telegraph service, for establishing trans- 
atlantic steamship lines, for rebuilding Paris, and for consolidating 
the gas companies that lighted the capital. 

For six or eight years the Commercial Bank w^as a tremendous 
success — a kind of Aladdin’s lamp which turned everything into 
gold. People who bought shares in 1852, at 500 francs a share, 
were able to sell them in 1855 at 1982 francs per share ; or if they 
kept their shares, they received that year a dividend of 178 francs 
per share, which was much the same as lending money at 35% 
interest. No doubt the institution was a somewhat speculative 
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affair, which, could uot go on forever- making a great deal out of 
a little. But for many years it created at least the illusion of un- 
precedented business activity and prosperity. The many people 
who doubled their money in it were well content with the empire 
and still more content with the little emperor who seemingly had 
only to wave his wand, like a wonderful magician in a fairy tale, 
in order to bring shining coins and crisp notes into everybody’s 
pocket. 

Napoleon did not forget the laboring classes either — the peasant 
farmers and the industrial workers. He always professed a great 
interest in the “ social question ” — the question of the poor and 
what to do with them. In' 1844, when he was imprisoned in the for- 
tress at Ham and time was. heavy on his hands, he wrote a little 
book called the Abolition of Pomrty. He said that just as the great 
achievement of Christianity had been to abolish slavery and the 
great mission of the Revolution of i7S9.had been to abolish serf- 
dom, so the great mission of the democratic revolution of the nine- 
teenth centiir}” was to abolish poverty. For , the first time in history 
this could be done, he said, because .modern science and mechanical 
inventions made it possible' to increase the production of wealth 
to the point where everyone could have enough. But the poor 
coulfl never get their share through sociaiis.m. They could get 
their share only through a government strong enough and intelli- 
gent. enough lo make proper .'laws 'for inc.reaslng the p.rodiiction and 
rc‘gulaii!ig the distrilmtion of wealth. 

Hit* eirifdre was such a government — so Napoleon said. He 
called hiH empire a democratic empire.” He possessed auto- 
cTatic to be sure, but he said that this po'wer had been freely 

coj'ifernal iifK)n him by the vote of the peop.Ie. Thus his empire 
dimiticratic because his great power was derived from, the 
puj’)i:]ar For this reason it was above all the mission of Ms 
1,0 mlve the social question, which it wou.ld, do by ruthlessly 
suppressing foolish movements like socialism and making whatever 
laws were necessary in order that the mass of the working people 
miglil get tfieir fair share of the good things of life. 

Napoleon did. not really do much for the peasants. But then 
he didn’t need to. The steadily rising .prices made good times for 
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them. They thought him a great man anyway, because his name 
was Napoleon, and they were all the more inclined to support him 
because the village priests told them that he was a friend of reli- 
gion and the church. 

The laborers in the towns called for more attention than the 
peasants. Wages were going up, but not so rapidly as the cost 
of living. Besides, it was chiefly among the town laborers that 
the dangerous doctrine of socialism made its converts, and they 
were the people who were most likely to support revolutions against 
the government. So Napoleon did what he could to help the labor- 
ing class. With the money obtained from the confiscated Orlean- 
ist estates he built some model workingmenis cottages. He per- 
mitted the laborers to form labor unions for certain purposes. He 
made a law providing for the settlement of wage disputes by arbi- 
tration. But the most important thing Napoleon did to help the 
laboring class was to undertake a great number of public improve- 
ments, thus creating a greater demand for labor of all sorts. It was 
during Napoleon’s time that much of the old city of Paris was virtu- 
ally rebuilt. Scores of houses w’ere torn down, streets were widened, 
and parks were laid out, all according to the splendid design of a 
French magistrate by the name of Baron Haussmann. The most 
striking part of Paris as we see it today, from the Louvre to the 
Arc de Triomphe, owes much of its surpassing beauty to the recon- 
struction designed and partly carried out during the reign of 
Napoleon III. All this building greatly increased the demand 
for labor, tended to increase wages, and thereby helped to keep the 
workingmen of Paris contented. Incidentally, of course, wklen-' 
ing the streets made it less easy to build barricades, in case the 
laboring class felt disposed to begin another revolution. 

Thus, by a combination of favorable circumstances and shrewd 
measures, Napoleon established his empire on a firm founclatior? 
between 1852 and i860. During the same period he managed also 
to become the most influential person in international affairs, the 
central figure of Euopean diplomacy. We must see now how this 
came about. 

How Napoleon talked about peace but soon made war : The 
Crimean War, 1853-1856, Many people are opposed to war when 
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there isn't any. They think rightly that war is a useless tvaste 
of life and 'property. Yet when circumstances are fa'vorable to 
t¥ar, most people rush eagerly into it, forgetting that it is a use- 
less waste of life and property. Napoleon was like other people 
in I fiat he talked peace but made war. 

Napoleon talked peace partly because he wished to reassure the 
great po\u‘rs of Europe. In 1S52 the great powers were not much 
ill favor of Napoleon as empire. They remembered that the first 
Nafjoleon had spent much of his time in making wars of conquest, 
f hey remernbereti that in 1S15 they had signed a treaty never to 
permit the Bonaparte dynasty to be restored in France. But 
now ilie Napoleonic empire was re-established, and the great 
fxneers were asking themselves, '' Will Napoleon begin at once to 
make wars of conquest, following the example of his great uncle? ’’ 
Napoleon knew well that if he showed any intention of trying to 
conquer Belgium or the left bank of the Rhine, the great powers 
m''ouM combine against him. He knew that inside and outside 
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France people were saying, “ The empire means war ! In the 
years 1851-1852 Napoleon therefore made a great point of deny- 
ing this. “ A spirit of distrust leads certain persons to say that 
the empire means war; but I say that the empire means peace.” 
He repeated this many times. The only conquests the empire 
would make, he said, were the conquests of peace. 

Peace or no peace, Napoleon wished to play a part in European 
affairs. One of the chief objections to the former government of 
Louis Philippe was that the Citizen King had been too timid in 
dealing with other countries, so that France had lost its former in- 
fluence and prestige. Besides, Napoleon was trying to follow in 
the footsteps of the great Napoleon, and he felt that the second 
empire would be a little ridiculous if it did not do something to 
carry on the traditions of the first empire. He felt that the suc- 
cessor of Napoleon Bonaparte must be a big man in Europe as well 
as in France. Louis Napoleon was therefore bound to take a hand 
in the affairs of Europe somehow, and he was not averse, even, to a 
little war, if one could be staged in such a way as not to unite all the 
great powers against him. 

The opportunity for his little war came in connection with the 

Eastern question ” — the perennial question of the Ottoman 
(Turkish) Empire in Europe. It had long been the ambition of 
Russia to weaken the Ottoman Empire by extending her influence 
in the Balkan countries, with the ultimate object of getting posses- 
sion of Constantinople. In 1853 a quarrel arose between Napoleon 
and the Turkish government over the Holy Places ” in Palestine, 
Partly in order to please the Catholics in France Napoleon claimed, 
on the basis of an old treaty of 1740, the right of maintaining certain 
places connected with the birth of Christ in behalf of the Roman 
Catholics who made pilgrimages there. The sultan made some 
concessions to Napoleon in this matter, whereupon the Tsar Nicho- 
las claimed, on the basis of an old treaty of 1774, the right of 
protecting the Greek Catholics throughout the Ottoman Empire. 
The sultan, on the advice of France and Great Britain, refused to 
grant this right. The tsar then sent Russian troops into the 
Turkish provinces of Moldavia and Walachia (modern Rumania), 
and when he refused to withdraw the troops, the Turkish govern- 
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ment declared war on Russia (1853). Great Britain and France 
then sent their fleets into the Black Sea and shortly after also 
declared war on Russia (1854). Thus began the Crimean War, in 
which the Tsar Nicholas found himself fighting with three powers 
— Turkey, France, and Great Britain. 

The tsar had not counted on so many enemies. He despised 
Napoleon and liad not supposed, in any case, that France would 
go to war over the Turkish question, in which it had no real inter- 
est. He knew well that Great Britain was opposed to his projects 
against Turkey, ])iit he had thought it would be possible to make a 
tK-irgaui with tliat country which would keep her out of the war. 
fri 1853 lie had said to the British ambassador that Turkey was 
the sick man of Europe, that the sick man was bound to die 
soon, and that Russia and Great Britain might well divide the 
reniain.'* fielween them. He had proposed, therefore, that Great 
Britain should lake Egypt and Crete, whereas the tsar, for his part, 
would ii€cu|)\'' Constantinople temporarily and organize the Balkan 
countries as independent states under Russian protection. Great 
Britain had refused to make this deal, but the tsar apparently 
thought that slie would now stand aside until Russia had defeated 
Turkty and then go in for her share. 
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The tsar was therefore much surprised when he found himself 
at war with France and Great Britain as well as with Turkey. 
To make matters worse, Austria threatened to join the allies unless 
the Russian troops were withdrawn from the Turkish provinces. 
After a confused and indecisive campaign the tsar accordingly 
withdrew his troops from Moldavia and Walachia. The cause of 
the war was thus removed, and the war itself seemingly at an end. 
But Great Britain and France were not yet satisfied. Although 
the British ministry was divided on the question, the war spirit 
was strong among the people, who demanded that the ambitious 
tsar should be taught a lesson. Napoleon, especially, was not 
satisfied. He had a personal grudge against the Tsar Nicholas 
because Nicholas had not yet fully recognized the imperial govern- 
ment in France. Nicholas, in his- official correspondence, would 
not address Napoleon as My Brother,’’ which was the proper way, 
but only as “ My dear Friend,” which was quite improper. Be- 
sides, Napoleon had not as yet won any glory for himself or gained 
any prestige for France out of the w^ar. He was therefore all for 
continuing the war until some humiliating defeat was inflicted 
upon Russia, such as might compensate for the humiliation of the 
Russian invasion of France in 1814-1815. Great Britain and 
France accordingly decided to make a conquest of Sevastopol. 
Sevastopol was the great Russian naval base on the north shore of 
the Black Sea, in the region of Crimea. By taking Sevastopol, 
France and Great Britain would deprive Russia of its chief foot- 
hold on the Black Sea, and of the naval base which was essential 
for any future attack upon Constantinople. 

Thus the war which started as a quarrel between Russia and 
Turkey over Moldavia and Walachia, ended as a French and British 
expedition for the conquest of Sevastopol. The undertaking 
proved far more difficult than either power expected. The British 
and French fleets were unable to enter the port of Sevastopol 
because the Russians had sunk battleships in the harbor, so that 
it was necessary to send armies inland to take the city from behind. 
For eleven months the city was besieged; but at last, in Septem- 
ber, 1855, after a murderous assault, it was taken. To take Sevas- 
topol and win this little war required the sacrifice of more than 
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half a million men, a great number of whom died from sickness 
occasioned by infected food and inadequate sanitary and hospital 
facilities, At the close of the war an international congress was 
assembled at Paris in order to arrange the terms of peace. 

The Congress of Paris of 1856, and how it conferred glory on 
Napoleon. The Congress of Paris was composed of representa- 
tives from all the countries which had taken part in the war, and 
of some, such as Austria, which had taken no part. It required 
nearly a month for the distinguished representatives of all these 
countries to give fmal and forma! sanction to the treaties, the terms 
of which lia<I for the most part already been determined before 
tile congress assembled. The principal provisions of the treaties 
of the Congress of Paris of 1856 were the following: 

1. The Black Sea wm declared to be '^‘neutralized” — that 
is, no country was to be permitted in future to send war vessels 
info it. iiT maintain forts or arsenals on its shores, but every coun- 
try was to be tree to send its merchant vessels into it. 

2, The Danube River was declared to be freely open to naviga- 
tion by the ships of all countries. 
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3. The provinces of Moldavia and Walachia were declared to 
be autonomous that is, free to govern themselves, but bound 
to recognize the suzerainty ” of the Sultan of Turkey. 

4. The Ottoman Empire was admitted to the European Con- 
cert that is, for the first time the Turkish government was 
recognized by the international law of Europe as possessing equal 
rights and obligations with the other European powers. The 
great powers agreed further to recognize and guarantee the inde- 
pendence and territorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire, in return 
for which the sultan expressed his intention to deal justly in the 
future with '' the Christian population of his empire.” 

The Crimean War and the Congress of Paris conferred grea» 

glory ” on Napoleon. For a month many distinguished states- 
men and diplomats were gathered at Paris and were welcomed and 
entertained by Napoleon, who was the host of the occasion, and 
who presided at the sessions of the congress. No sovereign could 
longer refuse to recognize ” the emperor after accepting his hospi- 
tality, or neglect to address Napoleon as “ My Brother.” In all 
this business Napoleon played so conspicuous and distinguished 
a part that he felt he was now the big man of Europe who could, 
like the first Napoleon, safely meddle in European affairs for the 
benefit of all peoples and the greater glory of France. 

It is not very clear what part Napoleon hoped to play in Euro- 
pean affairs ; but he had apparently a real conviction that it would 
be a good thing if the oppressed peoples could realize their aspira- 
tions for national unity and independence. He was shrewd enough 
to see, what was true, that the sentiment of nationalism was one 
of the strongest forces of the time. This sentiment was especially 
strong in Italy, in Germany, in Poland, and in the countries that 
made up the Austrian Empire. Napoleon therefore dreamed 
much, and talked quite a little, about helping oppressed nations 
to win their freedom. At least he often expressed his sympathy 
for the national aspirations of the Italians, the Germans, and the 
Poles. 

But all this sympathy with oppressed peoples was united with 
a strong desire to increase the power of France. Napoleon thought, 
as most statesmen do, that the more powerful his own country 
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was, the better it would be for mankind. It seemed to Napoleon 
that the country in whose affairs he could take a hand with the 
best chance of increasing the power of France, and, at the same 
time, of doing something for oppressed peoples, was Italy. He 
therefore often expressed his particular sympathy with the Italians 
in their desire for national independence. Something must be 
done for the Italians,’' he said; and he said it so often without 
doing anything that at last, in 1858, an Italian patriot, Orsini, 
attempted to assassinate Napoleon as a kind of reminder that he 
had as yet done nothing for Italian freedom. Far from exhibiting 
any vindictiveness against Orsini, Napoleon professed to see some- 
thing providential in his act. He took it as a sign that now was 
the accepted time to do something for the Italians, and immediately 
afterward he set about in earnest to help the Italians win their 
independence from Austria. 

This Imings us to the next great event in European history — 
the freeing of Italy from Austrian domination and the establish- 
ment of the Kingdom of Italy (1S61). It also brings us to the 
second of the three great personalities who played an important 
part in the history of this time — Count Camillo Cavour. In the 
next chapter we sliall learn something about Cavour, and how he 
managed to achieve the political unification of Italy, and what 
part Napoleon played in that great event. 

QUESTIONS 

i. Why was Louis Napoleon popular in France? What was the 
' ‘ N'apolef snic legend ’ ’ ? Why was the second republic unpopular ? What 
was the rmip (Pfia! of 1851 ? What were the essential features of the 
constitution of the second empire? 

How did the discovery of gold in California in 184S make it easier 
for Umk Napoleon to establish his power and popularity? What 
measures did he adopt to please the Catholics? to please the business 
mmf to please the working classes? What was the Credit Fonder? 
the Crhiit MoMiur? Why did. Louis Napoleon wash to rebuild Paris? 

i. What was the cause of the Crimean War? Why did Louis Napo- 
leon become iiivo!\Td in it? Why is it called the ‘*Crim.eaE” W.ar? 
What were the provisions of the Peace of Paris in 1856? 

4. Wh>' did Louis Napoleon wish to play an important part in Euro- 
pean politics? Why was he especially interested' in Italian affairs? 
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approve of his taking 
the title of Emperor. 
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Was Orsini’s attempt to assassinate Louis Napoleon an important event ? 
If so, why? If not, why not? 

5. How long did the second empire last? Why do we turn aside 
from the story of the second empire in 1859 to take up the story of Cavour 
and Italian independence? 
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C HAPTER XII. THE UNIFICATION OF ITALY, 1859-1870; 

HOW CAVOUR DID WHAT MAZZINI WISHED TO DO, IN A 
WAY THAT MAZZINI NEVER WOULD HAVE DONE IT 

Anyone can govern by martial law, Cavour 

/ am free; free because I am a man, made in God’s image, inhcreniiy possessing in 
myself the powers ajid aspirations and destinies of all humanity. I\1azzini 

How the way was prepared for the work of Cavour. The great 
event in Italian history during the nineteenth century was the 
unification of Italy — that is, the union of all the small states 
(except the tiny Republic of San Marino with a total population 
of about eleven thousand, which still exists) into one Kingdom of 
Italy. This great event was accomplished between 1859 and 
1870; and the man who stands out as the principal figure in its 
accomplishment is Cavour. Mazzini dreamed of a united demo- 
cratic Italian Republic. More than any other man, he inspired the 
Italians with the desire for Italian unity. But it was Cavour 
who really did most to unite Italy, although his united Italy was 
neither a republic nor strictly democratic. 

As we already know, Italy had long been politically divided into 
many states. Since 1815 the chief divisions had been: Lom- 
bardy- Venetia, which was a province of the Austrian Empire; 
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the KiEgdom of Sardinia; the duchies of Modena and Parma; 
the Grand Duchy of Tuscany; the Papal States; and the King- 
dom of Naples and Sicily. In none of these, except Sardinia after 
1849, did the people have any share in the government; and in 
all of them, except in Sardinia, the tyrannical governments were 
maintained against the wishes of the people, largely through the 
influence of Austria. 

Ever since 1815, and even before that time, the Italians had 
been greatly dissatisfied with this state of affairs. They had long 
asked themselves these questions: '' Why is it that the French 
people and the English people have been for centuries united under 
one government, and have therefore been great powers, while the 
Italians are divided into many governments, none of which has 
any importance in the world? Why is it that the French and the 
English have won political freedom, while the Italians are subject 
to tyrants? Are not we a capable and an intelligent people too 

as capable and intelligent as the French or the English? ” They 
remembered that in ancient times the Romans governed the world ; 
that in medieval limes Italy was the home of free republics ; and 
that in the sixteenth century Italians were the intellectual leaders 
of Europe. " How is they asked themselves, " that in these 
advanced days of scientific progress and political liberty we count 
for nothing? 

To these questions the Italians found one sufficient answer. The 
chief reason for their present weakness, they said, was that for 
three centuries Italy had been the prey of foreigners; for three 
liuiidred years Spain, or Austria, or France, or all of them together, 
had invaded and plundered and made use of the country for their 
own ends. In the nineteenth century it was Austria that was keep- 
ing them in siihjeclion. Therefore, in order to win that political 
impcjftatice in Europe to which they were entitled, they must first 
of all free themselves from Austrian domination and then estab- 
lisli.a single strong government for all of Italy. Once Italy was 
free and politically united they would play a great part in Europe, 
as the English and the French had done. 

No one had done so much as Ma;^2ini to inspire the Italians with 
the desire for national independence ’ and unity. But MazzinFs 
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plans had all failed, and after the collapse of the revolutions of 
1848 Italian patriots had less faith in Mazzinl and were inclined 
to think that their objects could be attained only by following 
the lead of some one of the Italian governments. There was only 
one government in Italy which could or would take the lead in the 
movement for Italian freedom. That government was the govern- 
ment of Victor Emmanuel II, King 
of Sardinia (the Piedmont) ; and 
after 1848 Italian patriots more 
and more rallied round the King- 
dom of Sardinia as their proper 
leader. 

For this there were two princi- 
pal reasons: (i) The Kingdom of 
Sardinia was governed by a native 
Italian dynasty which alone of all 
the ruling houses in Italy was 
not subject to Austrian influence. 

Charles Albert, the father of Victor 
Emmanuel II, had led the war 
against Austria in 1848-1849, and 
in 1849 had granted a constitution 
which Victor Emmanuel had kept, 
so that Sardinia was the only 
Italian state that possessed a liberal government. Thus Italian 
patriots naturally turned to the only government that was hostile 
to Austria and that w^as liberal in form. (2) In 1852 Count 
Camillo Cavour became the prime minister of Victor Emmanuel ; 
and Cavour not only passionately desired to win national inde- 
pendence and unity for Italy, but he had a definite practical 
program for doing so. It was Cavour, above all, -who won over 
the Italian patriots to follow the lead of Sardinia. 

Who was this remarkable man, Cavour ? 

Count Camillo Cavour (1810-1861) : What manner of man he 
was, and especially how he diflered from Mazzini. Cavour wras 
born in Turin in 1810, of noble parents. Educated at a military 
school, he became at the age of sixteen an officer of engineers. 
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In twenty-one years Victor Em- 
manuel rose from King of Sardinia 
to the head of a united Italy. He 
is here shown in the uniform of a 
general. 
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Afterwards iiiiprisoiied for his liberal political views, he resigned 
from the army in 1831 and for the next seventeen years devoted 
himself to managing the family estates near Turin. Cavour was 
a born manager. He had what is called a practical mind — a 
mind interested in things and affairs and easily capable of master- 
ing the details of any business. 
During these years Cavour there- 
fore learned ail about soils and 
crops and how to reduce the cost 
and increase the profits of a large 
agricultural enterprise. This expe- 
rience was important for Cavour’s 
later political career. It made him 
a rich man, and because he was a 
rich man the wealthy and powerful 
people of Italy had more confidence 
in him as a political leader. They 
thought that he could not be a 
visionary idealist,” like Mazzini, 
since he had been so successful in 
managing a large farm. Being a 
rich man, Cavour was himself less 
likely to harbor any dangerous po- 
litical ideas. He was more likely 
to have the ideas which rich men 
are likely to ha\'e, and to think that 
the well-to-do are more to be trusted with political powder than the 
p«Kir and improvident. Besides, all this experience in manag- 
ing Ids estates made it easier for Cavour, when he became the 
■first minister of \lctor Emmanuel, to manage the affairs of the 
g<ivernme!it. 

During lids long time when he was managing his estates, Cavour 
never lost interest in politics. He often visited France and Eng- 
land., .For England especially Cavour had a great admi.ration. 
He knew English history and was familiar with the political and 
social customs of England. He sat for clays in the gallery of the 
House of Commons watching 'the performance and endeavoring, 
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like Peter the Great at an earlier time, to master the practical 
working of the British system of parliamentary government. This 
system of government, in which the wealthy and educated people 
shared with the king in making the laws, was the kind Cavoiir 
wanted for his own country. '' If I were an Englishman, ” he said 
at this time, my name would not now be wholly unknown.’’ 
Like most great men, Cavour wished to be known for having done 
some great thing. He felt that with his wealth and talents he 
could win renown for himself and do something worth while for 
his country in a political way, if only his country possessed, a form 
of government which would give him an opportunity. 

At the first opportunity Cavour therefore took an active part 
in political life. That opportunity came in 1847, when the cen- 
sorship of the press was abolished in his country. He began by 
establishing a newspaper, II Risorgimento^ in which he advocated 
a constitutional government for the Kingdom of Sardinia and 
afterwards favored the war in 1848-1849 for the liberation of Italy 
from Austrian domination. In this way he made a name for him- 
self as a liberal patriot, an ardent nationalist, and a man of great 
knowledge and astuteness in political affairs. And so, in 1850, 
soon after a constitutional government had been established, Victor 
Emmanuel made Cavour minister of commerce and agriculture. 
It was the least important office in the king's ministry,. But Victor 
Emmanuel, who was a shrewd judge of men, said to his prime 
minister, D’Azeglio, I warn you that this man who enters the 
cabinet by the little back door will soon turn you all out.” The 
warning proved true. Cavour knew so much more than the other 
ministers and exhibited so much more energy, capacity for work, 
and practical ability, that two years later the king made him prime 
minister. 

From that moment Cavour was virtually the director of Victor 
Emmanuel’s government, and Victor Emmanuel’s government 
was the center of the movement for Italian independence and unity. 
What then was Favour’s plan for the liberation of Italy, and 
how did it differ from that of Mazzini ? 

No two men of the same nation could well differ more than 
Cavour and Mazzini, Mazzini was a slender man with a thin face 
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and largCj somber, serious eyes. He looked what he was — the 
orator, the poet, the philosopher. Mazzini wrote poetry; his 
political papers dealt with general ideas and the philosophy of 
government and human rights ; his speeches were moving appeals 
addressed to the emotions of men. He believed that few, if any, 
existing governments would do any good thing for human liberty, 
and that Italian freedom could be won only by the people them- 
selves, by means of popular revolutions which would destroy the 
existing governments and establish in their places a democratic 

republic. Cavour was the opposite 
of Mazzini in all this. Cavour was 
a short, stocky man, with a big round 
head, shrewd eyes that seemed to 
be keeping secrets behind half- 
closed lids, and a firm but good- 
natured mouth which seemed to 
say, Now let’s get down to busi- 
ness.” Cavour’s big round head 
was full of facts and figures. He 
wrote no poetry; Italian though 
he was, he cared nothing for music ; 
and if he read philosophy, it was 
rather as a relaxation than as a 
guide to practical life. His speeches 
and his writings were concerned with economics, with business and 
agriculture, the iletails of legislative measures, and the practical 
aspec ! s of I jolit ical or diplomatic action. Cavour was essentially a 
null I o! affairs rather than of ideas. A friend said of Cavour that his 
mind was always at the level of events.” This describes Cavour. 
He was a strong swimmer in the sea of actual circumstances, never 
subniergiil by them, always breasting them easily, but rarely rais- 
ing his eyes to the, heavens seeking the unattainable. Cavour 
coiinsdecl mm to make the most of the actual world. Mazzini 
endeavored to lift them, to the level of a better one. 

Cavour’s plan for the unification of Italy was therefore far more 
practical, far less idealistic., than that of Mazzini, Cavour had 
blit little faith in undirected revolution initiated by the people. 
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He believed that Italian unity must be achieved, if at all, under 
the direction of the Kingdom of Sardinia, supported by the rest 
of Italy and aided by some foreign power such as France. Briefly, 
therefore, Cavour’s plan was : first, to make war on Austria and 
drive her out of Italy ; and second, to unite all of Italy under a 
constitutional monarchy, with Victor Emmanuel as king of Italy. 

But careful preparations had to be made before Sardinia could 
wage war against Austria with any hope of success. From 1S52 
to 1859, Cavour was chiefly engaged in these preparations. He had 
to do four things: (i) strengthen Sardinia and give it a liberal 
government which the moderate party throughout Italy would 
approve ; (2) win the support of the Republican followers of Maz- 
zini to his project for unification ; (3) make a treaty of alliance 
with Napoleon III; (4) bring about a war with Austria without 
any intervention on the part of the European powers. Let us 
consider these points in order. 

Cavour’s preparations: (i) How he strengthened Sardinia and 
gave it a good name among the moderate Liberals throughout Italy. 
Cavour had first of ail to give Sardinia a government of which 
the middle-class Liberals throughout Italy would approve. This 
was congenial work for him, because he was himself a genuine 
Liberal. He sympathized neither with the nobles who distrusted 
all liberal government however conservative it might be, nor with 
the Republicans who distrusted ail monarchical government how- 
ever liberal it might be. Cavour, like the middle-class Liberals 
throughout Italy, wanted some such government as England had, 
in which the king and his ministers were responsible to Parlia- 
ment, and in which the Parliament was controlled by the people 
of property. 

When Cavour became prime minister he therefore carried on 
the government according to the English practice. He assumed 
that he could not remain prime minister unless his measures were 
supported by a majority in the parliament. He relied for sup- 
port upon the moderate parties of the Center; and in order to 
obtain their support he passed laws that were favorable to the mid- 
dle-class people whom these parties represented. He therefore 
formulated measures for restricting the privileges of the Catholic 
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Church, for improving agriculture, for extending the railways, 
for making Genoa one of the finest ports on the Mediterranean, and 
for promoting business prosperity by protective tariffs and favor- 
able commercial treaties. He strictly maintained the constitu- 
tional rights of freedom of speech and of the press and of religion. 

During the years 1852-1859 he built 
up a well-equipped and well-trained 
army of about 50,000 men. 

In this way Cavour soon succeeded 
in giving the little Kingdom of Sar- 
dinia a good name abroad as well as 
at home. Throughout Europe, but 
especially in Italy, people of liberal 
views were watching Cavour and his 
work. Here at last,’’ they said, 
is one Italian state that is decently 
governed and is strong enough to take 
care of itself without the aid of a 
foreign power. This little country is 
becoming prosperous. It has good 
roads, and business is thriving. Above 
all, this is the one Italian state where 
a man is free to say what he likes " 
without fear of arrest. All this is because it has a constitutional 
goveriimeiii in which the people have a voice in making the 
laws.” Tills is what the moderate Liberals throughout Italy were 
saying. Tills,” they said, ‘‘‘ is what we have always wanted for 
all Italy, and if Cavour is aiming to give Italy tills kind of gov- 
ern mc'iit we are for him.” 

Cavour’s preparations: (21 How he won the support of the 
Repuhlican followers of Mazzini. The Republican followers of 
^lazziiii were less easily won over. Alazzini himself and some of 
his folkn\xrrs were luwer won over, Mazzini was too much opposed 
to monarchical government in any form. . He thought that Italy 
'iiiiltei! iimler a irionarchy would still be unfree. He could not 
be «“o!iviiH:ed that Cavour was a sincere patriot who was work- 
ing for the welfare of the people. He thought him only, a clever 
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politician wlio was serving the ambitions of the ruling dynasty of 
Sardinia. 

But there were many Republicans whose desire for the union 
of Italy was stronger than their desire for a republican govern- 
ment. The leader of these was Daniele Manin. Manin was a 
Venetian, one of the wisest and most disinterested of the Italian 
patriots. He had taken a leading part in the Revolution of 1848 
in Venice, and in establishing the short-lived Republic of Venice. 
After the failure of that venture he lived in exile, still a Republi- 
can and still working devotedly for Italian freedom. He was an 
admirer of Mazzini and had formerly been his loyal disciple ; but 
by 1855 Manin was beginning to think that Italian unity could 
never be achieved under Mazzini’s leadership or by Mazzini's 
methods. He was therefore ready to abandon the ideal of a repub- 
lic for Cavour’s ideal of a constitutional monarchy, if he could be 
sure that Cavour aimed to establish a united Kingdom of Italy 
and not merely an enlarged Kingdom of Sardinia. Many Republi- 
cans throughout Italy thought as Manin did, and in 1855 1 ^^ issued 
on their behalf a famous manifesto, which read in part as follows : 

The Republican party again . . . performs an act of abnegation 
and sacrifice on behalf of the national cause. Convinced that 
before everything Italy must be made, it says to the House of Savoy 
[the government of Victor Emmanuel] : ‘^Make Italy and we are 
with youl If not, not.’’ It says to the constitutionalists [to 
Cavour] : “Plan to make Italy and not to aggrandize Piedmont ; 
be Italian patriots, and not exclusively Piedmontese, and we are 
with you 1 If not, not.” 

This manifesto made a great impression, and the phrase “ if not, 
not ” became a kind of motto of those Republicans who were ready 
to abandon Mazzini for Cavour. 

Cavour did all he could to encourage this movement among the 
Republicans. He had conferences with Manin and assured him 
that what he wished to do was to establish a united Kingdom of 
Italy, and that when this was done the Kingdom of Sardinia would 
cease to exist. In 1857 Manin took the lead in forming a “ Na- 
tional Society ” of Italian patriots for helping on the cause. Cavour 
was delighted with this project. As prime minister of King Victor 
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Emmaimel, Cavour could not, of course, have open dealings with 
professed Republicans who were conspiring to overthrow their 
own governments. But early in the morning, before daybreak, 
Joseph La Farina, one of Manin’s friends, used to come to Cavour's 
study by a private stairway to talk over the plans of the National 
Society. '' Go ahead and prosper,” Cavour is reported to have said 
to La Farina. '' But if you fail, or if I am molested on your ac- 
count by the Chamber or by Diplomacy, I shall be forced to deny 
you like Peter.” 

The National Society went ahead, and it prospered. It kept 
secretly in touch with Cavour, and it became the organization 
which won over a great body of Republican patriots to support 
the projects of Cavour. 

Cavour’s preparations; (3) How he made a bargain with Na- 
poleon to fight Austria, and how his ideas and those of Napoleon 
differed as to what would come of it. Cavour had long foreseen 
that he would some day need Napoleon’s aid. That was why, 
in 1855, he sent 15,000 Sardinian troops to help Napoleon fight 
in the Crimean War. Many of his countrymen thought this a 
foolish thing to do, since Sardinia had no interest in the Crimea. 
But Cavour wished to win the gratitude of Napoleon, and he wished 
to have little Sardinia represented in the peace congress at Paris. 
There he managed to raise the Italian question ” and to lay 
before the assembled diplomats the wretched condition of the 
Italians, which he made them understand was due to Austrian 
interference. Ok! Prince Metternich, the famous Austrian states- 
man, watching these events, said, There is only one diplomat in 
Europe, but unfortunately he is against us. He is M. de Cavour.” 

Thus tlie stout little man laid his schemes to win the support of 
Na|)oIeon. He succeeded. Napoleon was grateful for Cavour’s 
support ill the Crimea, and we have already seen that in 1858, 
after the attempt of Orsini to assassinate him, he determined to 

do something for the Italians ” (see p. 376). That very year 
Ca\^our was fairly well prepared for the war with Austria, if he 
could get the aid of Napoleon. . In 1858 the two men therefore 
had a famous interview, which they attempted to keep secret. 
Napoleon was at Plombieres, a small village near the Sardinian 
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frontier where it was understood he had gone for a few days’ rest 
and quiet. One day a stumpy little man in spectacles turned up, 
and was at first looked at suspiciously by the police, who thought 
him another Italian conspirator come to take Napoleon’s life. It 
was Cavour. He was a conspirator, sure enough, but he had only 
come by appointment to talk with Napoleon. Just what the two 
men said to each other we don’t know; but we know what they 
agreed to do, and we can be fairly sure that in certain important 
matters they tried to deceive each other. 

Cavour wanted Napoleon to help Sardinia defeat xYustria. Aus- 
tria defeated, he hoped that certain things would happen. He 
hoped that while the war was going on, or afterwards, the people 
in the other Italian states would overthrow their governments 
and then agree with the people of Sardinia to unite in one Italian 
state, with its capital at Rome and with Victor Emmanuel as its 
king. He hoped that the National Society would take the lead 
in these popular revolutions. He hoped that the affair would 
move swiftly, and that within a short time there would, be formed 
a united Italy strong enough to take care of itself without the aid 
or the interference of any foreign power. It is safe to say that 
Cavour did not reveal these hopes to Napoleon. He said that he 
wished to free Italy from Austrian domination, and asked Napo- 
leon to help him. 

Napoleon was willing to help free Italy from Austrian domina- 
tion. He also hoped that, when that was accomplished, certain 
things would happen. But his hopes were different from those of 
Cavour. Napoleon hoped that Sardinia would be satisfied by 
adding to its territory the two Austrian provinces of Venetia and 
Lombardy. He hoped that Italy would then be united, not into 
a single state, but into a loose federation of states — the enlarged 
Kingdom of Sardinia, Tuscany, the Papal States, and the King- 
dom of Naples and Sicily. Napoleon suggested that the nominal 
head of this federation should be the Pope. He probably hinted 
that the real head would be the enlarged Kingdom of Sardinia. 
He doubtless thought, but did not say, that the situation thus 
created would enable France to have the controlling influence in 
Italian affairs. In short, Napoleon hoped to free Italy, from Aus- 
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trian domination in order to subject it to French influence. Need- 
less to say, he did not reveal these hopes to Cavour. 

With these different views as to the outcome, and leaving each 
other in the dark as much as possible, the two statesmen made 
their bargain. The bargain was explicit enough. Napoleon 
promised that if within a certain time ilustria made war on Sar- 
dinia, France would come to the aid of Sardinia with an army of 
about 200,000 men in order to ^^free Italy to the Adriatic.'’ If 
they were successful, Austria should be forced to cede Lombardy 
and Venetia to Sardinia. In return for Napoleon's aid in taking 
Venetia and Lombardy from Austria, Cavour promised to cede to 
France the Sardinian province of Savoy and the city of Nice — 
places inhabited largely by French-speaking people. To cement 
this alliance it was agreed that the fifteen-year-old daughter of 
Victor Emmanuel should marry Napoleon’s fine young cousin," 
Prince Napoleon Bonaparte. The prince w^as in fact not so very 
young, nor so very fine either. 

Thus the two men agreed to drive Austria out of Italy, each one 
hoping something would come of It that did not appear on the sur- 
face. We shall presently see how this agreement at cross-purposes 
prospered. But first there wns one other thing Cavour had to 
do before the scheme could be carried out in any fashion. He 
had to badger Austria into declaring w^ar on Sardinia before a given 
date. 

Cavour’s preparations: (4) How he managed to bring about 
war with Austria, and how, with the aid of the Austrian emperor, 
he finally succeeded. Napoleon promised to aid Cavour only if 
Austria attacked " Sardinia. It would not do at all for Sardinia 
to attack Austria, for that would be a war of aggression which 
could not l>e justified. What Cavour had to do, therefore, was 
to badger Austria into being the' aggressor. He did all he could, 
and since he was the ablest diplomat in Europe that was a good 
deal He used every’ opportunity to irritate the Austrian govern- 
ment. Napoleon did his share too. On New Year’s Day, 1859, 
speaking openly to the Austrian ambassador at a diplomatic, recep- 
tion, he said : I regret that our relations with your government 
are not so good as they were," . This simple statement was under- 
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stood to be a threat almost equivalent to a threat of war. A 
little later Victor Emmanuel made matters worse ■ — that is, better 
— by making a threat of his own. In a speech before the Sar- 
dinian parliament he said that Sardinia could not disregard the 
cries of grief that arise to us from so many parts of Italy.” This 
was nothing less than an announcement that Sardinia was prepared 
to become the champion of Italian freedom against Austria. 

All Europe could now see that Cavour and Napoleon wxre deter- 
mined to badger Austria into war. Cavour made no secret of his 
intentions. “ I shall force Austria to declare war against us,” 
he said to some English visitors. Yet there were two principal 
difficulties which threatened to drive Cavour to despair. One w^as 
that the great powers might succeed in preventing the war. The 
other was that Napoleon might yield to the wishes of the great 
powers and withdraw his promise. 

The English were friendly to Cavour and to the cause of Italian 
independence. But they wmndered what Napoleon was up to. 
The prospect of a great French army marching into Italy reminded 
them too much of the first Napoleon's conquest of Ital}* to be agree- 
able. The Tsar of Russia, Alexander II, had no love for Napoleon, 
and feared his Italian schemes as much as the English did. Both 
Russia and England wished Italy to be free, but if it was to be 
subject to any foreign powder, they preferred that it should be sub- 
ject to Austria rather than to France. These powers therefore 
proposed to assemble a European congress to settle the Italian 
question.” Cavour knew that a congress would spoil ail his plans, 
but he could not afford to reject the proposal and so lose the syni- 
pathy of England. The most he could do was to insist that Sar- 
dinia should be a member of the congress, hoping that Austria 
would not consent to this. Meantime he mobilized his army on 
the Austrian frontier. 

Now that the great powers w^ere becoming excited, Napoleon 
began to lose interest in doing something for the Italians.” Fils 
remarks to the Austrian ambassador aroused so much comment 
that he hastened to assure Austria that he did. not mean anything 
by them,. , After all, he. said on one occasion, there can be no 
question of w^ar. with . Austria for the .next five years.” Cavour 
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was in despair. It is said that he gave up hope, talked of burning 
his papers, resigning his office, and even of committing suicide. 
Indeed everything would have been lost if the Austrian govern- 
ment had been wise enough not to play Cavour’s game. If it had 
simply done nothing, or taken the advice of the English govern- 
ment, all of Cavour’s carefully laid plans would have gone up in 
smoke. But the emperor, Francis Joseph I, and the military 
party at Vienna were not to be restrained. They insisted that the 
little upstart Kingdom of Sardinia should be taught a lesson. The 
Austrian government committed the blunder of doing just wffiat 
Cavoiir hoped it would do. It sent an ultimatum ” to Cavour, 
demanding in peremptory terms that the Sardinian army on the 
frontier shmiki he demobilized within three days, failing which 
Austria would make war on Sardinia. 

April 23, i 85<}, Cavour was sitting in the parliament chamber, 
when news was brought that a special Austrian ambassador, Count 
von KeJlersperg, had arrived. This news raised Cavour from the 
depths of despair. He received the count politely, read the ulti- 
matum, and said that , within three days precisely Austria should 
have its answer. On April 26 the Austrian demands "were rejected. 
Knowing well that Austria would now "'attack'” Sardinia, and 
that Xapuleon could scarcely fail to carry out his promise, Cavour 
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turned with a happy smile to his companions and said : The 
die is cast 1 We have made history — now let us go and 
dine.” On April 29 the ilustrian troops invaded Sardinkj and the 
war was on. 

The war for the liberation of Italy: Battles of Magenta and 
Solferino, June, 1S59. It seems as if the Austrian commander, 
Count Gyulai, might have defeated the Sardinian army before the 
French arrived. But for three weeks he did nothing but march 
and countermarch and dig trenches, as if considerately waiting 
for Napoleon to arrive on the scene. As soon as he arrived in 
Italy, Napoleon announced : “ We are going to second the struggle 
of a people reclaiming its independence, and to rescue it from foreign 
oppression.” On June 4, 1859, the united French (100,000) and 
Sardinian (30,000) forces met the Austrians and defeated them in 
the first important battle of the war — the Battle of Magenta. 
This victory enabled the allies to take possession of the city of 
Milan, the capital of Lombardy. Napoleon and Victor Emmanuel, 
riding at the head of their armies through the streets of Milan, 
were welcomed as liberators by the people ; but more observed 
than the two sovereigns was Cavour, the little man riding behind 
them with the generals, easily recognizable in his civilian clothes 
and famous round spectacles. To him w’ere accorded the loudest 
cheers of all. 

Driven from Milan, the Austrians made their stand at Solferino, 
near the frontier of Venetia. Here the allies came up with them 
on June 24. The Battle of Solferino was one of the most extensive 
and deadly conflicts known up to that time. On a battle front of 
twelve miles, some 260,000 men w^ere engaged. Artillery played 
a great part in the battle, the allies alone having over 300 heavy 
pieces. With a keen eye for the dramatic, Napoleon had with 
him a balloon detachment under M. Houdan, a famous aeronaut 
of that time. All through the muggy June day masses of men 
struggled and fought, deafened by the roar of cannon, choked, by 
the sulphurous sultry air, falling by the thousands from wounds 
or exhaustion. When night came on 10,000 men, were missing, 
23,000 were wounded, 4500 were dead. The immediate object 
of the French and Sardinians was to dislodge the Austrians from 
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the heights of Solferino, This they succeeded in doing, so that 
the battle was a victory for the allies. But it was not a decisive 
victory. The Austrians retired in good order, withdrawing into 
the four powerful fortresses of the famous “ Quadrilateral — ' 
Mantua, Peschiera, Verona, and Legnano — which guarded the 
entrance to Venetia. 

“ Great battle great victory I ” So Napoleon telegraphed 
to the empress, Eugenie. But as he surveyed the situation after 
the battle he found the victory so little to his liking that he refused 
to fight any more. Instead of continuing the war, Napoleon made 
peace with the Austrians and took his army back to France. 

The war for the liberation of Italy: Why Napoleon desened 
Cavour in the middle of the war. There were many reasons why 
Napoleon refused to continue the war after the Battle of Solferino. 
It was fine to ride down the streets of Milan, with flags waving 
and bands playing, and receive the plaudits of a grateful people. 
It was less fine to ride over the battlefield of Solferino, looking at 
the piled-up bodies of the dead and listening to the moans of the 
dying, Napoleon was a humane man, and the ghastly slaughter 
of that day sickened him. He could not but ask : ‘Ms the libera- 
tion of Italy "worth such a price? If so, can I ask Frenchmen to 
pay it? 

Besides, the war was not yet over. Far from it ! Venetia could 
not be taken until the Austrians were dislodged from the four for- 
tresses of the Quadrilateral, and it would take months to do that, 
even if it could be done at all. Meantime the Germans were be- 
coming alarmed at Napoleon’s march through Itaty. They were 
mobilizing. They w^ere negotiating with Austria. Even if Napo- 
leon wmi on with the war, could, he win it? It was extremely 
doubtful. Napoleon decided that he would better make peace now, 
after a great victory, than later, alter a possible defeat. 

More important still, things were not going as Napoleon wished 
in Italy itself. After the Battle of Magenta Napoleon had issued 
a proclamation saying : “ Italy shall henceforth be master of her 
own destinies 1 ” Napoleon HI liked to imitate the first Napoleon 
in all things, and in none more than in the making of fine phrases. 
But be dir! not really wish the- Italians tO' be ..master .of their own 
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destinies^ and when they took him at his word he was annoyed. 
After the Battle of Magenta the people of Modena, Parma, and 
Tuscany, instigated by the National Society and encouraged by 
Cavour, rose up in rebellion and sent their rulers into exile. In 
Romagna the people renounced the papal government and sent 
the Pope’s legate back to Rome. The people of all northern Italy 
were ready to carry out Cavour’s plan — ready to unite with Sar- 
dinia for the formation of a united Italy. 

Napoleon did not like all this. He did not approve of revolu- 
tions. He did not want Italy to be united in a single strong state, 
but in a weak confederation of little states. Above all, he did not 
want the Pope to lose his political power. Napoleon had w'on the 
support of the Catholics in France by supporting the Pope, and 
French troops were at that moment in Rome bolstering up the 
feeble government of the Pope. But the war with Austria had 
started popular revolutions which threatened to destroy the politi- 
cal power of the Pope. Thus with one hand Napoleon was hold- 
ing the Pope up, while with the other he was knocking him down. 
This was serious. It was more than serious — it was ridiculous. 

The French Catholics did not hesitate to point out to Napoleon 
how serious and ridiculous it w^as. They had always been opposed 
to the war for aiding Cavour, w^hom they regarded as the arch-enemy 
of the church. Now they loudly demanded that Napoleon give 
it up. We told you so,’’ they said in effect. The war is turn- 
ing out just as we said it would. It is bound to destroy the Pope 
and to create a powerful state which will be a dangerous rival of 
France. End the war, and come home where you belong.” 

For all of these reasons Napoleon decided to get out of the wur 
while he could do so with some credit. On July ii he therefore 
met the Emperor Francis Joseph at Villafranca, and there the two 
sovereigns arranged the preliminaries of a treaty of peace. They 
agreed that Venetia should remain with Austria ; that Lombardy 
should be annexed to Sardinia ; that the rulers of Modena, Parma, 
and Tuscany should be restored, although “ without force ” ; that 
Romagna should again be subjected to the Pope. They agreed 
further that the Italian states, including the Austrian province 
of Venetia, should be united in a loose federation under the hon- 
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orary presidency of the Pope, and that the Holy Father should be 
requested to make certain reforms in the government of his domin- 
ions. Having arranged these preliminaries, Napoleon took his 
army back to France. In November the agreements at Viila- 
franca were embodied in the Treaty of Ziirich. 

Thus Napoleon abandoned Cavour when the struggle for Italian 
freedom was only half won. He tried to console the Italians by 
saying, Now we shall see what the Italians can do by them- 
selves.’^ 

How the Italians, in spite of Napoleon’s desertion, took the first 
step in the creation of a united Italy, Cavour vras a hard-headed, 
practical man, but under great strain he sometimes lost his head 
and acted like a madman. WTien he learned that Napoleon was 
bound to make peace, he tried to prevent it ; and when that failed 
he tried to convince Victor Emmanuel that Sardinia should go 
on with the war alone. According to one story, in a long and 
heated interview Cavour argued with the king, pleaded with him, 
aiKl at last grew insolent and bullied him. 

Calm yourself,” Victor Emmanuel said. Remember that 
I am king.” 

“ I am the real king 1 ” Cavour shouted. The Italians recog- 
nize me first of all ! ” 

What do you say ? You the king ? You are a rogue ! ” 

Victor Emmanuel was so angry that he turned his back on his 
prime minister ; and Cavour was so angry that he rushed out of 
the room — probably slamming the door, if there was one. The 
king immediately summoned his chief of staff, Della Rocco, and 
said to him. : Do you know what Ca\a>ur wants? He wants me 
to continue the war alone. I am as furious as he is over this peace, 
but I don’t lose my compass — I don’t lose my reason.” 

Ilie king was right. It was useless for Sardinia to continue the 
war alone. Victor Emmanuel therefore signed the peace which 
Napoleon had negotiated. But he signed it only “ in so far as 
it concerned him ” — that is, only in respect to Lombardy and 
Venetia, Cavour gave up his office as prime minister rather than 
sign the treaty. For days his rage continued, subsiding gradually 
like a volcano intermittently throwing out hot lava. 
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''This peace will never be madel” he said. "This treaty 
will never be executed ! If necessary I will take Margherita ^ by 
one hand, and Mazzini by the other. I will turn conspirator [strik- 
ing his breast]. I mU become a revolutionist ! But this treaty 
shall not be carried out I We will do what the emperor did not 
dare to accomplish. By God I We will not stop halfway ! ’’ 

Wild words ! Yet Cavour was right too. The treaty was never 
carried out except in part — except as it concerned Lombardy 
and Venetia. The rulers of Modena, Parma, and Tuscany were 
never restored, nor was the federation under the honorary presi- 
dency of the Pope ever formed. On the contrary, within two 
years the Kingdom of Italy, which Cavour desired and w^hich 
Napoleon did not desire, was a reality. 

All this did not come about by Cavour’s turning revolutionist 
and joining hands with Mazzini. It came about chiefly because 
of two things: (i) because the people of Modena, Parma, and 
Tuscany insisted on being united with Sardinia ; and (2) because 
Napoleon could not prevent them from doing this without losing 
Savoy and Nice. 

Napoleon had agreed to help Sardinia drive Austria out of Italy 
if Victor Emmanuel would cede Savoy and Nice to France. But 
now, since Napoleon had failed to carry out his part of the bargain 
fully, Victor Emmanuel refused to carry out his part. Napoleon 
felt that he must have Savoy and Nice at all costs. The French 
people, never very keen for the war, were now asking whether they 
were not to get anything for ail the lives sacrificed in the cause of 
Italian freedom. So in order to satisfy the French people, Napoleon 
made another bargain with Victor Emmanuel. He agreed that 
if Victor Emmanuel would cede Savoy and Nice to France, he, 
Napoleon, would make no objection to the annexation of Parma, 
Modena, Tuscany, and Romagna to Sardinia. 

Seeing that all was not lost, Cavour became prime minister again, 
and continued with his plans for Italian unity. It was arranged 
that the people of Nice and Savoy should hold a " plebiscite ” 
(that is, should go to the polls and vote) to decide whether they 
wished to be annexed to France ; and that similar plebiscites should 

1 Margherita was a conservative leader, and a bitter enemy of Cavour’s policies. 
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be held in central and northern Italy to decide whether the people 
there wished to be annexed to Sardinia. The plebiscites were 
held in April, i860, and in each case the decision was almost unani- 
mously in favor of annexation. The first parliament of the en- 
larged Sardinia met April 2, i860. In it was represented all of 
Italy except Venetia, the Papal States, and the Kingdom of Naples. 
Victor Emmanuel was now king over 11,000,000 people instead 
of 5,000,000. 

This was the first great step in the union of Italy. The next 
step was the union of Naples and Sicily to the enlarged Kingdom 
of Sardinia. 

The Neapolitan revolution; How two enemies, Cavour and 
Garibaldi, worked together for the union of Italy. Italians honor 
three men above ail others as the founders of modern Italy : Maz- 
zini, Cavour, and Garibaldi. Mazzini was the prophet, preach- 
ing the gospel of freedom. Cavour was the statesman, devising 
the practical political program. Garibaldi was the picturesque 
military adventurer, recklessly leading his followers to victory. 
These three men never liked or trusted each other. Mazzini de- 
nounced Cavour as an intriguer betraying the sacred cause of liberty 
by asking the aid of Napoleon, the man who had set his heel on 
liberty in France. Cavour distrusted Mazzini as a dangerous 
idealist likely to upset the best-laid plans, and Garibaldi as a child 
likely to burn down the house with his firecrackers; while Gari- 
baldi, for Ms part, was incapable of understanding Cavour ’s states- 
manship and never forgave him. for ceding to France the city of 
Nice, where he was born. Yet these three men, each in his own 
way, contributed to the same end — the union of Italy. 

Garibaldi was born in Nice, in 1807. .He joined the society of 
Young Italy, took part in Mazzini's insurrection in Savoy in 1834, 
was condemned to death, and afterwards escaped to South America, 
where he organized an Italian Legion which took part in the many 
South American w^ars of the time. Returning to Italy .in. ,1848, 
he organized a band of free-lances to fight in. the war against Aus- 
tria. In 1849 he helped to defend Mazzini’s Roman Republic. 
Barely escaping from that ill-fated venture with his. life, he. lived 
for some years in exile, sailing the sea in. a Peruvian bark, or. mak- 
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ing candles on Staten Island. In 1854 he once more returned to 
Italy and settled down on a farm on the island of Caprera. His 
adventures had made him a picturesque figure, known to all Italians, 
worshiped by many for the dangers he had passed through, feared 
by a few for the indiscretions he might commit. As Mazzini 
looked the poet and Cavour the business man, Garibaldi looked the 
pirate and desperado in his slouch hat, heavy beard, and famous 
red shirt. Yet through all his rough adventures he remained as 
simple as a child, as tender-hearted as a woman. He knew noth- 
ing of strategy or statecraft, of intrigue or compromise. He knew 
only courage and honesty, he knew only that tyrants w^ere hateful, 
that all honest men should abhor tyrants and all courageous men 
go and fight them. Garibaldi was the humanitarian Knight Errant 
of Liberty, rigged out in the garb of a modern freebooter. 

When there was fighting in Italy, Garibaldi always emerged 
from retirement or exile ; and so in 1859 we find him leading, with 
dash and courage, a company of volunteers in the war against Aus- 
tria. When that war w-as ended, he turned his eyes to Naples and 
Sicily, where the people were in revolt against their king, Francis II. 
To aid the Neapolitans, Garibaldi collected some eleven hundred 
adventurers, provided them with arms and red shirts, and on May 5, 
i860, this famous company of the ‘‘ One Thousand ” set sail from 
Genoa in two small steamers to overthrow the government of 
Francis II, which was supported by an army of 124,000 men. The 
enterprise seemed foolhardy. But Garibaldi never asked whether 
an enterprise was foolhardy. His vocabulary did not contain 
the word. And as it happened he succeeded in this foi)ihardy 
enterprise. He succeeded because neither the people nor the 
soldiers of Francis II were loyal to their king. After a few weeks 
of desperate fighting, Garibaldi w^as master of Sicily. Then he 
crossed to the mainland of southern Italy. With scarcely a strug- 
gle the king and a remnant of his army retreated, and on Sep- 
tember 7 Garibaldi entered Naples, where he was hailed as the 
liberator of eleven millions of people. 

In Sicily Garibaldi had assumed the title of Dictator in the name 
of Victor Emmanuel; and now that Naples and Sicily were w^on, 
he, began to talk, of marching on Rome, overthrowing, the Pope, 
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New York Public Library 


Landing of Garibaldi in Southampton 

From an old print. Garibaldi visited England in 1864, where he was given an 
enthusiastic reception. Note his cape and neck scarf. He did not dress in 
conformity with the fashions of the time. 

and proclaiming the union of Italy from the steps of Saint Peter’s 
Cathedral — all in the name of Victor Emmanuel. 

Meantime, up in Turin, Cavour was watching with anxious 
eyes the exploits of Garibaldi. Cavour had secretly encouraged 
the exiiedition of Garibaldi. He was glad that Garibaldi had suc- 
ceeded in overturning the government of Francis II. Above all 
things he wanted Xaples and Sicily to be united to the Kingdom 
of Sardinia. But he was alarmed at the prospect of an expedition 
against the Pope. Napoleon had consented to the enlargement of 
Sanlinia. He might, by careful management, be induced to con- 
sent to the annexation of Naples and Sicily. But Cavour knew 
that Najxileon would never consent to the destruction of the politi- 
cal power of the Pope. Yet Garibaldi was a child when it came to 
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political and diplomatic questions of that sort, and besides, since 
he disliked Cavour, he could not be trusted to listen to any advice 
that Cavour might offer. 

What Cavour had to do, therefore, was to get Victor Emmanuel 
and Ms army as quickly as possible into southern Italy in order to 
take the direction of affairs out of the hands of Garibaldi. This 
was not so easy as it might seem. The Sardinian army would have 
to march across the papal territory, and the Pope would never give 
his consent to that. What then would Napoleon do if Victor 
Emmanuel marched through the papal territory without the Pope’s 
consent? Fortunately for Cavour, the people of the two eastern 
provinces of the Pope’s dominions, Umbria and the Marches, 
wished to be annexed to Sardinia, and were prevented only by a 
papal army of foreign adventurers led by a French Catholic by 
the name of Lamoriciere. Cavour therefore complained to Na- 
poleon that French subjects were conspiring against Sardinia on 
papal territory. He said that he would not go near the city of 
Rome or interfere with the papal power in any way. He would 
march through Umbria and the Marches, deal with the mercenary 
army of Lamoriciere, and then leave the people of Umbria and the 
Marches to decide whether they wished to remain loyal to the Pope 
or be annexed to Sardinia. It is said that Napoleon gave Cavour 
a verbal message : Act if you must, but act quickly.” 

Cavour acted quickly. In September, i860, Victor Emmanuel 
led his army into Umbria and the Marches, defeated the army of 
Lamoriciere, and then went on to Naples. In November the rem- 
nant of the army of Francis II was defeated at Capua, and a few 
months later the unfortunate king fled, an exile, to Rome. Gari- 
baldi welcomed Victor Emmanuel and was quite willing to sur- 
render the direction of affairs to him. But at first he made one 
condition, which was that Victor Emmanuel should dismiss Cavour, 
whom Garibaldi regarded as a traitor to Italy because he had ceded 
Savoy and Nice to France. Victor Emmanuel refused to dismiss 
Cavour, and in the end Garibaldi acquiesced. To show that there 
was no enmity, the two men, Garibaldi and Victor Emmanuel, 
rode together through the streets of Naples. The king offered 
Garibaldi titles and wealth, honors and rewards ; but Garibaldi 
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refused to take any of these things. With only a little money in 
his pocket, and a bag of- seeds for his farm, he sailed away to his 
home in Caprera. 

How the work of Cavour was completed by the establishment 
of the Kingdom of Italy, March 17, 1861. When Garibaldi sailed 
away to Caprera, Cavour must have given a sigh of relief, for the 
happy end of all his labors was now^ in sight. The Sardinian parlia- 
ment had already, in October, 1S60, declared in favor of the an- 
nexation to the Kingdom of Sardinia of all the people of central 
and southern Italy who should by popular vote express their 
approval of that measure. Plebiscites w^ere immediately held in 
Umbria, the Marches, and in the Kingdom of Naples and Sicily; 
and in each case the majority in favor of annexation was over- 
whelming — the total vote being 1,962,000 for and only 12,180 
against it. 

With these annexations completed, the population of the King- 
dom of Sardinia had been increased, within less than t-wo years, 
from 5,000,000 to about 22,000,000 people, and the territory over 
which Victor Emmanuel ruled included ail of Italy except Venetia 
and the “ Patrimony of Saint Peter ” — that is, the city of Rome 
and the immediately surrounding country. The first parliament 
of this greater Sardinia met in Turin, February 18, 1861. On 
March 17 the name “ Kingdom of Sardinia was changed to King- 
dom of Italy,” and Victor Emmanuel was solemnly proclaimed 

by the grace of God and the will of the nation, King of Italy.” 

One great problem still confronted Cavour, This was the 

Roman question.” Pope Pius IX was exceedingly angry at the 
turn events had taken — as well he might be, since the creation of 
the new Kingdom of Italy had deprived him, of more than two-thirds 
of his ancient dominions. He -refused to recognize the new king- 
dom, and denounced 'Victor Emmanuel as a king despising every 
right, trampling upon every law.” What attitude, then, should 
the govcTtmieiit of Victor Emmanuel take toward the Pope ? There 
were many who wished to make an end of the Pope’s political power 
at once by taking possession of Rome and making that city the 
capital of the kingdom. There were others, -.such as D'Azeglio, 
who were willing to leave the Pope alone, renounce all intention 
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of taking possession of Rome, and be satisfied with Turin as the 

capital. 

Cavour agreed with neither of these parties. He felt that the 
great dream of a united Italy would never be realized until the 
papa! territory was included within the Kingdom of Italy, and he 
was determined that Rome, the great historic city, should be the 
capital. He felt that Rome must be the capital of united Italy, 
not only because it was the center of all the traditions of Italy’s 
greatness, but also because keeping Turin as the capital would per- 
petuate the old jealous rivalry between the peoples of central Italy 
and the Piedmont. But Cavour was utterly opposed to all proj- 
ects for the forcible annexation of the papal dominions. For one 
thing Napoleon, whose troops were still in Rome, would object 
to it, and a conquest of the Papal States wdthout his consent might 
end in a war between Italy and France. Besides, the Pope was 
not an ordinary petty ruler. He was the head of the great Catho- 
lic Church ; and Cavour knew that he would still be a power in the 
world even if he were dispossessed of his political power. Cavour 
therefore wanted to get the Pope to surrender his political power 
voluntarily, and thus avoid future hostilities between the church 
and the Kingdom of Italy. Cavour’s ideas prevailed. The parlia- 
ment formally declared in favor of the principle that Rome should 
be the future capital of the Kingdom of Italy, provided the consent 
of Napoleon and the Pope could be obtained. 

CavourN work was done. In the prime of life, at the age of 
fifty-one, he took to his bed, worn out with eleven years of cease- 
less lafjorand nervous strain. He died on June 6, i86i. ' His last 
iiiielligible words were : Italy is made — all is safe.” 

Italy was indexed made, but not yet quite finished, since neithe% 
nor the Papal States w’ere yet parts of the Kingdom of 
Italy. Within ten years two- great European events made it pos- 
sible to caaiifdete the unification of Italy, although not in the man- 
ner desired liv Cavour. In the Austro-Prussian War of 1866 Italy 
joined Prussia and forced Austria to cede Venetia; and in 1870, 
wlien Na|ioleorPs empire was overthrown as the result of the Franco- 
Prassian War, the government of Victor Emmanuel at last, although 
without the Pope’s consent, took possession of the city of Rome. 
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This brings us to the next great event in European history — 
the unification of Germany. 

QUESTIONS 

1. What were the chief states in Italy in 1852? How were they 
governed? How did Austria exercise a dominant inihience? 

2. Why did most Italians object to this situation? What did they 
want? Why did they have less faith in Mazzini’s methods of freeing 
Italy after 1848 ? Why did they look to Sardinia as a leader with greater 
confidence after 1852? 

3. Who was Cavour, and what had he done before 1850? How did 
he differ from Mazzini in character and temperament? in political 
ideas ? in plans for freeing Italy ? 

4. How did Cavour aim to win the confidence of middle-class Lib- 
erals throughout Italy? How did he work with Daniele Manin and the 
National Society to win the support of the Republicans? 

5. Why did Cavour think Italy could not win her freedom without 
the aid of France? Why did Mazzini object to receiving aid from 
France? What was the agreement entered into by Cavour and Na- 
poleon at Plombieres? 

6. What was the importance of the Battle of Magenta? of Sob 
ferino? Why did Napoleon withdraw from the wvar alter Soiferino? 
What were the provisions of the Treaty of Zurich ? 

7. How was the union of Sardinia with the duchies of Alodena, 
Parma, and Tuscany brought about? Why did Napoleon object to 
this, and why did he not prevent it ? 

8. Who was Garibaldi, and what did he do for the unification of 
Italy? Why did Cavour think it necessarc^ to send the Sardinian army 
through the Papal States to Naples? How^ was Sardinia enlarged as 
a result of the revolution in Naples and Sicily ? 

9. When was the Kingdom of Italy proclaimed? Why w'as it 
desirable to declare Rome the future capital ? 

10. Write a brief statement (not more than fifty words) of the essential 
differences between Mazzini’s ideas and methods of freeing Italy and 
those of Cavour. 
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C HAPTER XIIL THE UNIFICATION OF GERMANY: HOW 
BISMARCK BEGAN THE UNIFICATION OF GERMANY BY 
DIVIDING IT INTO THREE PARTS. 

Germany has its eyes not on Prussia’s liberalism, but on its power. ... The 
great emits of our day ’ivill not be decided by speeches and resolutions of majorities 
. . . but by Mood and iron. Bismarck 

Introducing a great man, Otto von Bismarck. The unification 
of Germany was the great event in German history in the nine- 
teenth century, just as the unilication of Italy was the great event 
in Italian history. In many ways the t\vo events present striking 
similarities, Germany, like Italy, had long been divided into many 
stales. The Germans, like the Italians, had long desired political 
lilH.!rty and national unity. In both countries the people had tried, 
and failed, to attain these desired ends in the revolutions of 1848. 
A few }aair,s later (,i859“-iS6r) Italian unification was accomplished 
iiiider the leadership of Cavour, the prime minister of the King of 
Sardinia ; and at about the same time (1862-1870) the unifica- 
tion (d Germany was accomplished under the leadership of Bis- 
marck, the prime minister of the King of Prussia. First of all, 
therefore, let us see how Bismarck became the prime minister of 
the King of Prussia, and then what manner of man he was. 

After the Revolution of 1848 the King of Prussia had granted a 
constitution to lus people. The Prussian constitution was not a 
very libera! one. It provided, for a legislature of two chambers, a 
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Chamber of Peers and a Chamber of Deputies (Landtag), elected 
in such a way that the majority of the deputies represented the 
very wealthy people. Besides, the parliament had little control 
over the administration and execution of the laws, since the king 
could appoint and dismiss his ministers without asking the con- 
sent of the parliament. The real power of government w^as thus 
still largely in the hands of the king and his ministers ; and dur- 
ing the ten years from 1851 to 1861, the king and his ministers 
had often violated the constitution, especially in respect to the 
guarantees of freedom of speech and the press and freedom from 
arbitrary arrest and imprisonment. 

As a result of this situation there had developed a conflict be- 
tween the two principal parties in the Prussian parliamen t : (i) the 
Conservatives, who represented mainly the nobles and the Prus- 
sian landed aristocracy, and (2) the Progressive Liberals, who 
represented the middle-class people. The latter resented the king’s 
violation of the constitution and wished to make him and his minis- 
ters responsible to the parliament ; the former generally supported 
the king and his ministers and did not wish to see the parliament 
obtain control of the government. The Conservatives controlled 
the Chamber of Peers, but the Progressive Liberals were the strong- 
est party in the Chamber of Deputies. 

This was the situation when, in i860, the king and his minister 
of war, Albrecht von Roon, presented to the parliament certain 
bills for the enlargement of the army. The reforms, which called 
for thirty-nine new regiments, would require a great deal of money. 
The Chamber of Peers was willing to grant the money. But the 
Landtag hesitated and finally, in 1862, refused outright to give its 
consent. King William had either to abandon his measures or to 
carry them through without paying any attention to the parlia- 
ment. At first neither course seemed possible. The king was 
not willing to abandon his military reforms, since he felt that the 
future of Germany depended on a strong Prussian army; but 
his prime minister, Von Hohenlohe, was unwilling to assume the 
responsibility of carrying the reforms through without the consent 
of the Landtag. The king was therefore about to resign, and had 
written out and signed an abdication of the throne, when Von Roon 
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advised him to appoint as prime minister a man named Otto von 
Bismarck This man, Von Roon said, was devoted to the king 
a™uld assume any amount of responsibility. King William 
tore up his abdication, had an interview with Bismarck, and after 
some delay appointed him to be his prime minister (1862). Frorn 
that day until his resignation in 1890 Bismarck was the central 

figure in German history. 

This extraordinary man, Bis- 
marck, whose name will ever stand 
out as the creator of the German 
Empire, was born of noble parents, 
in Brandenburg, in 1815. After 
graduating from the university, he 
lived for some years the life of a 
country squire, managing the family 
estates. Like Cavour, he emerged 
from private life to enter politics 
just before the Revolution of 1848. 
But unlike Cavour, he was opposed 
to the revolution. He was opposed 
to the granting of the Prussian 
constitution in 1851. This was in- 
deed the chief difference between 
Cavour and Bismarck — a difference in political ideas. Cavour 
was a genuine Liberal, who believed that the people could govern 
themselves letter than any king could do it for them. Bismarck 
was a genuine Conservative, who believed that any government 
controlled by the people was already on the “ toboggan slide ” 
towards socialism, and that socialism must lead in the end to 
anarchy and ruin. 

Bismarck’s political philosophy was the result of a good- 
humored but cynical attitude toward mankind. He knew the 
weaknesses and vices of men rather better than he knew their 
virtues. This knowledge never embittered him. He was genial and 
friendly, liking his fellow-men well enough — perhaps because he did 
not esi>ect too much of them. But not expecting too much of 
them, he distrusted their capacity to govern themselves. He 
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believed, therefore, that good government rested in the long run 
on force and fear, and that the best form of government was the 
monarchical — a government in which the people would be gov- 
erned for their own good by the king and his ministers. 

Side by side with this genial cynicism there was in Bismarck’s 
mind a curious strain of mysticism. Bismarck said that he" of ten 
found in the Bible a “ confirmation of his faith in a Divine Provi- 
dence and a God who ordered the universe and chose the instru- 
ments of His inscrutable will.” Thus to the c^rnicism of a Fred- 
erick the Great, Bismarck united the reverence of a Cromwell 
He believed that God had destined Prussia and her Hohenzoliern 
kings to accomplish a great work in the world. He had chosen 
the Hohenzollerns to create the great state of Prussia and through 
Prussia to create a greater Germany. This work they must carry 
through, with or without the consent of the people. From the 
moment that King William chose him to be prime minister, Bis- 
marck therefore regarded himself as a chosen instrument of God, 
whose chief work was to bring about the unification of Germany 
under Prussian leadership.” 

Bismarck’s plan for the unification of Germany and why it was 
difBlcult to carry out. Bismarck quite agreed with King William 
that the first step was to strengthen the Prussian army. When 
he was appointed prime minister, in 1862, he therefore advised 
the king to go on with his military reforms without paying any 
attention to the parliament, » This w^as done. The taxes were 
collected, and the thirty-nine new regiments organized, just as if 
the parliament had not rejected those measures. In addition, under 
the direction of Albrecht von Roon and another very able military 
man, Helmuth von Moltke, the entire Prussian army was made 
more elBhcient in organization, training, and equipment. For 
example, the army was equipped with a new^ type of gun, the 

needle gun ” — that is, a gun which could be loaded at the breech 
instead of at the muzzle. Since it could be loaded more quickly 
than the old type, the needle gun was far more effective. Within 
a few years the Prussian ’.army 'was the most efficient army 
in Europe ; and not the least of its advantages was that the other 
countries did not vet know that it was the most efficient. 
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Ignoring the parliament, supported by the king, and backed 
by a powerful army, Bismarck was now in a position to work out 
his plans for the unification of Germany. The plan which lie 
adopted and carried through was: (i) to make war on Austria 
and exclude her from the German Confederation ; (2) to enlarge 
Prussia by annexing a good part of northern Germany; (3) to 
unite all the German states, except Austria, in a federal union so 
constructed that Prussia would be the dominating state and the 
King of Prussia the real ruler. 

The plan was simple enough in itself, but difficult to carry out 
because there was at this time no united or enthusiastic approval 
either of Bismarck or his plan. Bismarck was not^yet the great 
national hero that he later became. Prussian middle-class Lib- 
erals hated the man for ignoring the parliament in carrying through 
his army reforms, and they were suspicious of any plan he might 
devise for German unification, because they knew he was opposed 
to popular government. Prussian Conservatives — the aristo- 
cratic ruling class to which Bismarck himself belonged — disliked 
Bismarck personally. Prussian Junker though he was, Bismarck 
often expressed, in caustic witticisms, his contempt for the stupidity 
of his own class, and with few exceptions the most influential Con- 
s(»rvatives regarded him as a braggart upstart who was likely to 
stir up trouble and lead the king into dangerous courses. 

But Bismarck's chief difficulty at first was the war with Austria. 
Bisumrck was not much interested in the unification of Germany 
unless Prussia became the dominant power in the new federation. 
To accomplish this, Austria had to be excluded ; and since Austria 
would, never v<diiiitarily withdraw', it was necessary to force her 
out I'ly means of a victorious wmr. The difficulty was to find a 
gocwi pretext ^or such, a war. Cavour had been able to rely upon 
the united support of the Italians, because they regarded Austria 
as a foreign country. But the Germans did not regard Austria 
as a foreign country. ’ The Austrians were as much German as 
the Prussians. Even in Prussia there was no strong anti- Austrian 
feeling that could be aroused in support of a war. In bringing 
about a war with Austria, Bismarck had therefore to play a lone 
hand in order to keep his plans well covered, sometimes even from' 
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the eyes of the king. King William was an honest, even if a some- 
what dull man, and Bismarck knew that he would never approve 
of a war of aggression against Austria, What Bismarck had to 
do was to make use of circumstances in such a way as to provoke 
a war with Austria, and at the same time make it appear that 
Prussia was the injured party. 

How. Bismarck used his diplomatic skill to bring about a war 
with Austria. I n the art of diplomacy, Bismarck was a pa st m aster, 
r anking with Tal l eyran jUMetternich, Cavour, and Disraeli He 
possessed an amazing knowledge of the governn^nts of Europe, 
of the statesmen and diplomats with whom he had to deal, of the 
personal relationships and party intrigues and political interests 
that were likely to be of use or hindrance to him. He knew^ the 
value of newspapers and used them systematically for conveying 
such information as might suit his purposes. Not the least of his 
qualities was an unusual power of fascinating men, of impressing 
them with a sense of his rugged strength and simple honesty. A 
giant of a man he was, calm and deliberate, always master of him- 
self even when pretending to be angry. Genial and good-natured, 
he liked nothing better than to sit and chat and tell stories, smok- 
ing his long pipe, with beer and sandwiches conveniently at hand. 
Few men there were who could resist his charm and none who could 
outwit him for long, or be sure they had detected the real purpose 
behind the casual remarks made with such pursuasive, childlike 
simplicity. 

With all his genius for diplomacy, Bismarck could not of course 
create events that would be useful to him. But he could use those 
/that occurred with extraordinary skill. His primary purpose was 
to quarrel with Austria while remaining on good terms with all the 
other great powers. Fortunately for him, an international ques- 
tion arose in 1863 which fitted in admirably with this primary 
purpose. This was the famous Schleswig-Holstein affair. 

Schleswig and Holstein were two provinces comprising the south- 
ern part of the Danish peninsula. The people of Holstein ware 
German, the people of Schleswig partly German and partly Dan- 
ish. . Both provinces were ruled by the King of Denmark, who was 
Duke, of Schleswig and of Holstein. This situation had long created 
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difiicultieSj since the king wished to incorporate the two duchies 
into the Kingdom of Denmark ; and whiie the Danes of Schleswig 
were favorable to this, the Germans in both provinces were opposed 
to it, desiring rather to be entirely separated from Danish rule. 
In this perennial quarrel the great powers had intervened in 1852 
when they signed a treaty wdth the Danish king, known as the 
London Protocol, to the effect that the King of Denmark should 
continue to be Duke of Schleswig and of Holstein, on condition 
that the two provinces should never be made an integral part of 
the Danish kingdom. Nevertheless, in 1863 King Christian of 
Denmark violated this agreement by signing a constitution which 
incorporated Schleswig and Holstein into the kingdom. 

This act raised the Schleswig-Holstein question.” It was an 
extremely complicated question because so many conflicting inter- 
ests were involved. The German people were interested because 
the people of Schleswig-Holstein w^ere mainly Germans. The 
German diet was interested because the province of Holstein w’-as 
a member of the German Confederation. A German prince, the 
Duke of Aiigustenburg, was interested because he had certain 
hereditary claims to the duchies which had been renounced in 
1852 — claims which he presently revived on the ground that 
the Danish king had violated the London Protocol of 1852. The 
great powers were interested because they had signed the London 
Protocol, which the King of Denmark had now violated. How 
could Bismarck make use of such a complicated question to bring 
on a war with Austria? 

Besifles his main aim of- making war on Austria, Bismarck wished 
in the end to annex Schleswig and Holstein to Prussia, thus giving 
Prussia excellent fwrts on both the North Sea and the Baltic. In 
attempting to use the Schleswig-Holstein question for his purposes, 
he was confronted with a double danger. One danger was that 
the great powers (Russia,' France,. and England) might interfere 
and re-establish the old agreement of 1852. Another danger was 
that the German diet might, with the aid of Austria, interfere and 
esta!)lish the two duchies' as a separate Ge.rman state .under the 
Duke of Augustenlmrg. .Bismarck had, if possible, .to prevent 
intervention on the part of either the great pow.ers or of the Ger- 
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man diet. In dealing with the powers he maintained that it was 
not necessary for them to intervene, on the ground that the fate 
pf Schleswig and Holstein was essentially a German question. In 
dealing with the German diet he maintained that the status of 
Schleswig and Holstein was essentially an international question, 
since it had been settled by the London Protocol of 1852, to which 
the German diet was not a party. 

This way of arguing was a bit inconsistent, but in the end Bis- 
marck had his way. Great Britain and Russia were both friendly 
to Prussia and kept their hands off. The German diet could do 
nothing without the approval of Austria ; and Austria at last fell 
in with Bismarck’s plan, which was that Austria and Prussia should 
act together in dealing with the matter. Therefore in 1864 Aus- 
tria and Prussia made joint war on Denmark in order to force the 
Danish king to observe the Protocol of 1852 ; and then, having 
defeated Denmark, they forced the king to cede Schleswig and Hol- 
stein to them on the ground that the war had annulled the treaty 
of 1852. With Schleswig and Holstein in the joint possession 
of Austria and Prussia, it was easy for Bismarck to quarrel with 
Austria over the disposal of the two provinces. Austria presently 
brought this quarrel before the German diet, whereupon Bismarck 
sent Prussian troops into Holstein and dispossessed the Austrians. 
Austria was now at a disadvantage — she had either to abandon 
Schleswig and Holstein or make war on Prussia. If she did the 
former, Bismarck would have obtained one of Ms objects — ■ the 
annexation of Schleswig and Holstein to Prussia; if she did the 
latter, Bismarck would have obtained what he most wiinted-“- 
a war with Austria in which Austria could be made to appear the 
aggressor. 

Austria, supported by the German Confederation, prepared for 
war with Prussia. Bismarck was able to convince King William 
that Austria was the aggressor. And so came the Austro-Prussian 
War of 1866. 

The. Austro-Prussian War of 1866: Why the German states 
sided with Austria, Italy with Prussia, and France with neither. 
In this war Austria was supported by all of the important German 
states — Bavaria,. Wiirttemberg, Baden, Hesse-Darmstadt, Hesse- 
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Cassel, Nassau^ Hanover, and Saxony. The rulers of these states 
sided with Austria because they felt that if Austria were excluded 
from the German Confederation they would be at the mercy oi 
Prussia. The people of these states favored Austria partly be- 
cause many of them were, like the Austrians, Catholics in religion ; 
and partly because many of them were Liberals in politics who knew 
that Bismarck, if he established a united Germany, would be op- 
posed to a Liberal government for united Germany. The Austro- 
Prussian War was therefore a German civil war. Its object was 
to decide, not w’'hether Germany should be united, but whether 
Austria should be excluded from the united Germany. 

Bismarck did not expect the southern German states to support 
Prussia, and it suited his plans that Nassau, Hesse-Cassel, and 
Hanover should support xAustria. If these latter states supported 
Austria in a war in wLich Prussia w^as successful, that would fur- 
nish him with a pretext for annexing them to Prussia — w^hich 
was what he did when the war w^as over. Bismarck was more 
concerned with the attitude of foreign countries — Russia, Italy, 
and above all, France. The goodwill of Russia Bismarck had 
obtained in 1863, when he had given some diplomatic support to 
the tsar in suppressing a Polish insurrection. Italy w^as not likely 
to aid her ancient enemy, Austria ; and in fact Italy agreed to aid 
Prussia, by invading the Austrian province of Venetia, provided 
Prussia made no objections to the annexation of Venetia to the 
Kingdom of Italy. 

But the chief question was: What w^ould Napoleon III do? 
Surely It would n<it be to the interest of France to have a powerful 
German state, dominated by the military Prussia, established 
directly across the Rhine. All the great kings and statesmen of 
France “■ Henry IV, Richelieu, Louis XIV, and Napoleon — had 
tried to keep Germany weak by keeping her divided. Would 
Napoleon Hi abandon this policy ? In order to sound Napoleon on 
this question, Bismarck had an interview with him. in October, 
1865, at Biarritz. What the twm men said to each other is not 
knowm, hut it seems that Napoleon agreed to remain neutral in 
case of a war between Austria and Prussia. This does not mean 
that Napoleon abandoned . the traditional French policy towards 
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Germany. It means only that he misjudged the situation. He 
probably thought, as most people did, that Austria, not Prussia, 
would be successful in the war, or else that neither party would 
be wholly successful. In either case, a civil war would weaken 
Germany and enable France, at the right moment, to step in on 
one side or the other and exact from both parties some territorial 
concessions on the Rhine. Contrary to his expectation, the fight- 
ing lasted only six weeks and ended in a complete victory for 
Prussia, 

The Austro-Prussian War of 1866 : Battle of Koniggr^tz, July 3 ; 
Peace of Prague, August 23. The war began in June, 1 866. While 
the Austrians were slowly mobilizing, the Prussian armies disposed 
of their enemies in w^estern Germany. Within two wrecks they 
defeated the Hanoverian army, occupied the capitals of Hanover, 
Saxony, and Cassel, and captured the Elector of Hesse-Cassel 
and the King of Hanover. Meantime, Von Moltke sent three 
armies by different routes into Bohemia to meet the Austrians. 
On July 3 the two armies met near the villages of Sadowa and 
Koniggratz. Until two o’clock it seemed as if the Austrians might 
win, but the arrival of the crowm prince with re-enforcements 
turned the hard-fought battle into a complete victory for the 
Prussians. The Prussians lost 10,000 men ; the Austrians 40,000. 

The Austrian armies retreated, followed siowdy and cautiously 
by the Prussians until the spires of Vienna were in sight; and 
meantime the armies of the South German states — Bavaria, 
Wiirtteml>erg, Baden, and Hesse-Darmstadt — were defeated, 
and the governments of these states asked for peace. Within six 
weeks from the beginning of a war which most people thought Aus- 
tria would win, all Germany appeared to be at the mercy of Prussia. 
What is the explanation of this astounding victory? 

The needle gun is king,” said the London Times. That was 
only part of the exfjianation. The victory was due chiefly to one of 
the world’s great strategists and generals — Helmuth von Moltke. 
It was said of Von Moltke that he could be silent in seven lan- 
guages,” A calm, austere man, Von Moltke was, who said little 
but thought much. He had but one loyalty — to Prussia and her 
king ; but one interest — the " Prussian army ; but one desire ~ 
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to make that army the most perfect mill tar}" machine in the world. 
For years he had given his days and nights to training and equip- 
ping the Prussian army in the most up-to-date and efficient manner, 
and long before the war with Austria he had worked out the strategy 
of the war to the last detail. Every movement of the armies was 
calculated, every emergency foreseen and provided for. The 
Hanoverians of a certain city, in order to delay the Prussians, had 
destroyed a bridge across the river ; but the Prussians, foreseeing 
that the bridge would be destroyed, 
had long since measured it, and had 
brought along with them a tempo- 
rary bridge to fit, which they set up 
in a few hours. Above all, tw'o 
novelties adopted by Von Moltke 
gave the Prussians a great advan- 
tage. One was the needle gun, 
which could be fired four times 
while the Austrian muzzle-loader 
was fired once. The other was the 
open formation, which enabled each 
man to move more freely and take 
advantage of the terrain, concealing 
himself somewhat behind bushes, 
fences, or mounds of earth. These 
advantages were fully revealed at 
the Battle of Koniggriitz, where the Austrians lost four times as 
many men as the Prussians. 

The European world, unaware of these advantages, was 
astounded at the swift completeness of the Prussian victory. The 
world is coming to an end ! exclaimed Cardinal Antonelli. Lord 
Malmesbury said that the war alarmed all nations.’' For cen- 
turies the statesmen of Europe had counted on Germany to be 
weak by virtue of her division into many small states, weak by 
virtue of the ancient rivalry of two equally strong powers — Prus- 
sia and Austria. Now, overnight, Prussia had suddenly emerged 
as the master. What would this ruthless Prussia, directed by 
the ruthless diplomacy of Bismarck, do with her victory ? Dis- 
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member Austria? Threaten France? Aim at universal empire, 

as Napoleon had done? 

The alarmed statesmen were as much astounded by Bismarck^s 
moderation in victory as they had been by his ruthlessness in bring- 
ing on the war. Having won the war, he wished to let Austria 
off as easily as possible. In his Reminiscences, written thirty years 
after the war, Bismarck says that King William was bitterly op- 
posed to his policy of moderation, washing rather to punish ’’ 
Austria by exacting heavy indemnities and large cessions of terri- 
tory. Whether or not this was so is uncertain. What is certain 
is that Bismarck wished to make peace with Austria as quickly 
as possible, and to be as lenient wdth her as possible. 

The treaties negotiated between Prussia, Austria, and Italy 
together make up what is called the Peace of Prague (August 23, 
1866). The terms of the Peace of Prague w’^ere : (i) that Austria 
should cede Venetia to the Kingdom of Italy; (2) that Austria 
should pay a small indemnity to Prussia ; (3) that the old Ger- 
man Confederation should be dissolved, and that Prussia should 
have a free hand to organize a new confederation in North Ger- 
many; (4) that neither Austria nor the South German states 
should be included in the North German Confederation ; (5) that 
the South German states — Bavaria, Wiirttemberg, Baden, and 
Hesse-Darmstadt — should be free to form a confederation of their 
own, with Austria excluded, if they chose. 

Thus the century-long rivalry of Austria and Prussia for the 
control of Germany was ended. Austria was no longer a German 
power. The fate of Germany w’^as henceforth virtually in the hands 
of Prussia. Bismarck at last had his opportunity to unify Ger- 
many under Prussian leadership.’^ How^' would he do it? 

How Bismarck enlarged Prussia and organized the North Ger- 
man Confederation, i866-“i867. Bismarck’s first step in con- 
solidating Germany was to enlarge Prussia. This w^as done .by 
annexing Schleswig and Holstein, Hanover, Hesse-Cassel, Nas- 
sau, and the city of Frankfurt. The people of these countries 
did not wish to be annexed to Prussia, but they were not consulted. 
Since they were conquered, countries, Bismarck said, they must 
submit to the terms imposed by the victor. Yet it was not from. 
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motives of revenge that Bismarck acted. He annexed Schleswig 
and Holstein in order to give Prussia their excellent ports on the 
North Sea and the Baltic. (Later it was through this territory that 
Prussia built the famous Kiel Canal.) The countries of Hanover. 
Hesse-Casselj and Nassau were annexed because they lay between 
the Prussian territory on the Rhine and the Prussian territory east 
of the Elbe River. Annexing them filled in the gap and gave Prus- 
sia a continuous territory from the frontier of France to the frontier 
of Russia. With these annexations Prussia became, not only the 
largest state in Germany (excluding Austria), but larger than 
all the others combined. After 1866 Prussia possessed two-thirds 
of the population and two-thirds of the territory of Germany. 

Wfith Prussia thus enlarged, Bismarck proceeded to form the 
North German Confederation. Unlike the federations of Switzer- 
land and the United States, the North German Confederation 
was the union of one enormous state with twenty-one small states. 
In such a union the great state would be likely to dominate the 
others. As a matter of fact the Constitution of the North Ger- 
man Confederation was cleverly designed to subject the small 
states to Prussian control without actually annexing them. The 
constitution was first approved by the rulers of the twenty-two 
states, then adopted by a convention of deputies elected by the 
people, and finally proclaimed in July, 1867. With some slight 
modifications after the Franco-Prussian W^'ar (when the King of 
Prussia took the title of Emperor, and the South German states 
were included) this constitution remained in force until 1918, 
Since it was Bismarck^s device for achieving the unification of 
Germany under Prussian leadership we must try to understand 
how it worked. 

Bismarck said that the constitution was intended to recognize 
three main forces in the actual life of Germany. These were: 
(i) the predominant position of Prussia; (2) the tradition of 
political independence in the different states; and (3) the. grow- 
ing force of liberal ideas throughout Germany. The constitution 
recognized the predominant position of Prussia by making the 
King of Prussia. p.,resident (after 1871 emperor) of the confedera- 
tion ; it recognized the tradition of independence in the various 
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states hy creating an upper legislative chamber (Bundesmt) com- 
posed of forty- three deputies (after 1871, sixty-one) appointed 
by the rulers of the various states ; it recognized the force of liber- 
alism by creating a lower chamber {Reichstag) composed of depu- 
ties elected by a democratic suffrage. Thus in form the North 
German Confederation was a federation of indepeiideiit and equal 
states for certain common objects ; and in form it created a gov- 
ernment in which the laws were made by the representatives of 
the people. But in practice this was not so. In practice the con- 
federation was a device which placed the real control of affairs 
in the hands of the Prussian king and his ministers. To under- 
stand this we must see how the new federal government worked. 

First of all we must remember that Prussia had its own govern- 
ment, entirely apart from the government of the confederation ; 
and since Prussia was two-thirds of Germany, two-thirds of Ger- 
many was thus for most matters subject to the government of 
Prussia. In Prussia the king was the real director of the govern- 
ment. Besides this, the King of Prussia was president of the 
confederation and, as such, exercised extensive power throughout 
Germany. He commanded the armies of the confederation. He 
controlled foreign affairs and made treaties. He practically con- 
trolled the Bundesrat. The members of the Bimdesrat voted 
by instruction from the rulers who appointed them. The King 
of Prussia thus controlled the votes of the seventeen members 
whom he appointed for Prussia, and his personal influence with 
the rulers of the small states was such that he rarely had any diSi- 
culty in obtaining the five additional votes which were necessary 
to make a majority. The Bundesrat was thus a coiincii of the 
ruling princes in which the King of Prussia was the dominant influ- 
ence, and since no laws could be passed without the consent of the 
Bundesrat, no laws could really be passed without the consent of 
the King of Prussia. 

The only part of the government of the confederation not con- 
trolled by the King of Prussia was the Reichstag. The Reichstag 
was elected by the, people of Germany. But the Reichstag had 
no control over the president or his ministers. It could not ini- 
tiate laws, but only discuss those presented to it by the president 
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and Ms ministers. Its one check on the president (King of Prus- 
sia) and his ministers was that it could reject such proposed laws. 
This was something, but not much, for the number of parties in 
the Reichstag was such that the president and his ministers could 
almost always get a majority for the laws which they wanted passed. 
Many years afterward a German writer said of the Reichstag that 
it was not so much a law-making body as a “ debating society.” 

Many people were surprised that Bismarck, who was known to 
be entirely opposed to government by the people, had been willing 
to concede even this much to the people in the way of government. 
One reason probably was that he felt that the lower working classes 
would be as much opposed to the wealthy middle-class Liberals 
as he was, and would therefore be inclined to support the Con- 
servatives against the Liberal parties. This was the idea of the 
Socialist leader, Lassalle, who is supposed to have had some influ- 
ence on Bismarck at this time. Another reason was that he knew 
that the people who were most in favor of a unification of Ger- 
many were the very people who were most attached to the idea 
of popular government. It was in order to get their support for 
the unification of Germany that he favored a popularly elected 
Reichstag. He said afterwards that it was a species of political 
blackmail ” that he paid the people to keep them quiet. He felt 
that the Reichstag could always be managed by the king and his 
ministers. For twenty-seven years he managed it, but not always 
as easily as he had hoped. 

Thus the first stage in the unification of Germany was accom- 
plished. The old Germany, like ancient Gaul, was now divided 
into three parts: (x) Austria; (2) the North German Con- 
federation; (3) the four independent South German states — 
Bavaria, Wtirttemberg, Baden, and Hesse-Darmstadt. As a 
result, the relation of these three parts to each other was entirely 
changed. The relation of the^ South German states, to the North 
German Confederation has to do with the final stage in the uni- 
fication of Germany. We shall consider that presently. But 
first we must see what effect these events had on the situation of 
Austria and the organization,- of the government of the Austrian 
Empire. 
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How tli0 autocratic Austrian Empire was ttansformed into tlie 
constitutional Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, 1867. The Austrian % 
Empire had always been a curious state, unlike any other. In 
some ways it was not so much a state as a network of political 
influence centering in a dynasty and an army. The Emperor 
Francis Joseph, head of the Habsburg dynasty, in his capital at 
Vienna ruled many peoples and exercised political influence over . 
many others. He ruled directly the Germans of Austria, the Ital- i 
ians of Venetia and Lombardy, the Czechs of Bohemia, the Mag- ' V' 
yars of Hungary, the Poles of Galicia, and the Serbo-Croats of * 
Croatia, besides many other Slavic groups. In addition the em- 
peror exercised a dominating influence throughout Italy and Ger- * 
many. Sitting at Vienna, in the center of this network of political i 
connections, the Austrian emperor acted as a kind of guardian \ 
for the powers of Europe — a guardian whose business it was to 
safeguard Italy, Germany, and southeastern Europe from the 
dangerous ideas of nationalism and political liberalism. 

The events of 1859 to 1867 rudely tore this web of political con -7 
nections in two, much as a broom might tear down half of a spider’s^ 
web. First, the Italian war and the founding of the Kingdom of 
Italy (1861) destroyed Francis Josephus influence in Italy; then 
the Prussian war and the founding of the North German Confedera- 
tion (1867) destroyed his power in Germany. Excluded from both 
Italy and Germany, the emperor found his power within his own 
dominions beginning to crumble also. He had to make what terms 
he could with his own dissatisfied subjects. The result was the 
reorganization of the old Austrian Empire into the dual monarchy 
of Austria-Hungary (1867). 

The Emperor Francis Joseph found himself in trouble immedi- 
ately after the Italian war of 1859. The war had cost much money, 
so that the emperor had to borrow some to pay for it. But the 
German financiers of Austria refused to lend the money until the 
emperor made some concessions to the people in the way of self- 
government. To meet this demand Francis Joseph called, together 
a Council of the Empire composed of representatives of all the. 
different national groups. The members of the council asked the 
emperor to grant a constitutional government for the empire; 
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but they differed as to the form of government to be adopted. The 
representatives of Bohemia, Hungary, Galicia, and other non- 
German nations, demanded that each nation should be allowed to 
establish a government of its own, all of these to be then loosely 
federated under the emperor. This plan would have made of 
the empire a loose federation of practically independent states. 
The representatives of the Austrian Germans were opposed to this 
plan. They wanted a single united government under the em- 
peror, but they demanded a parliament, for the empire as a 
whole, which would share with the emperor in the business of 
governing. 

The majority of the council were in favor of the first plan. Ac- 
cordingly in i860 the emperor granted a constitution, known as 
the Diploma^ which allowed the national groups to establish each 
its own government. But the Germans were so dissatisfied with 
this that the following year the emperor modified the Diploma by 
issuing what was called the Patent^ which restricted the powers 
of the several local governments and established a central parlia- 
ment for the wiiole empire. The Germans liked this scheme better, 
but the Magyars and the Czechs were so incensed that they refused 
to send representatives to the new^ parliament. The result was 
that the first constitutional reforms of Francis Joseph worked badly 
in part of his empire and did not work at all in the rest of it. 

Then came the Austro-Priissian War of 1866, During the war 
the emperor withdrew his grant of constitutional government alto- 
gether. But the hopeless defeat in 1866 forced him to take up the 
question of constitutional reform once more. The difficulty w'as 
that if he satisfied his German subjects he would offend his non- 
German subjects, while if he satisfied his non-German subjects 
he would offend his German subjects. Since he could not satisfy 
them both, he decided to satisfy as well as possible the two most 
powerful national groups and let the others get on as best they 
could. The two most powerful groups were the Germans of Aus- 
tria and the Alagyars of Hungary. They w^ere the largest groups 
within the empire and, besides, they occupied the strongest posi- 
tion geographically, being in The center of the empire along the 
Danube River. Francis Joseph therefore allowed the Germans 



THE UNIFICATION OF GERIIANI" 427 

and the Magyars to devise a form of government for the empire 
that would satisfy them. 

The two men who took a leading part in the negotiations were 
Count Beust of xAustria and Francis Deak of Hungary. The 
result was the drafting of a constitution known as the “ Compro^ 
mise/’ which transformed the Austrian Empire into the dual mon- 
archy of Austria-Hungary — a constitution which lasted imtil 
1918. By this constitution the empire was divided into two practi- 
cally independent states Austria and Hungary. Under the 
Hungarian government was all that part of the empire east of the 
Leith River, except Galicia. The government of Hungary was 
placed in the hands of a cabinet of ministers responsible to a parlia- 
ment elected by the people, but elected in such a way that the 
Magyars had virtually complete control of it. Thus the eastern 
part of the empire was turned over to the Magyars, who governed 
not only themselves but also the various Slavic groups within the 
Kingdom of Hungary. The capital of the Kingdom of Hungary 
and the seat of the parliament was Budapest. Under the Austrian 
government was all of the empire west of the Leith River, together 
with the Polish province of Galicia. Its capital was at \lenna, 
and its parliament was elected in such a way that the landowning 
and wealthy classes had a dominant influence. It w^as in the gov- 
ernment of Austria that the emperor, Francis Joseph, retained his 
influence. Possessing executive power and the right to appoint 
the ministers, he w^as able, by playing off the rivalry of the various 
national groups against each other, to direct the affairs of Austria 
largely in the interests of the Germans. He had very little inliii- 
ence in Hungary. He was King of Hungary, but he had virtually 
no control over the ministers or the parliament. 

Thus the old Empire w’^as divided into two independent states. 
In the state , of Hungary the Magyars had control ; in the state 
of Austria the emperor, and the Germans .were the dominati.ng 
influence. In both states the Slavic groups were more or less still 
in the position of subject nationalities without self“govemm„e.nt. 
The arrangement was well characterized by Count Beust, who 
said to Francis Deak, “ You manage your barbarians and we will 
manage ours.” By barbarians ” he meant the Slavs. 
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Practically independent for all matters of internal government, 
the two states of Austria and Hungary were nevertheless united 
in their relations to other states. Francis Joseph was Emperor 
of ’Austria and King of Hungary, so that the two states vrere united 
by having the same ruling dynasty. Besides the two parliaments 
already mentioned, one for Austria and one for Hungary, there 
was also a dual parliament representing both states. This dual 
parliament was composed of sixty members elected by the parlia- 
ment of Hungary and sixty members elected by the parliament of 
Austria. The dual parliament sat alternately in Vienna and in 
Budapest, and it passed measures having to do with the common 
defense of the two states. There were three ministers of the dual 
government appointed by the emperor — a minister of foreign 
affairs, a minister of war, and a minister of finance. 

You may ask why, since these two states of Austria and Hun- 
gary were independent in ail matters of internal government, they 
united for common defense against foreign powers. The Mag- 
yars and the Germans were separate nations, and neither had any 
love for the other. Why did they not separate entirely? The 
reason was tha t neither was strong enough to make a great power, 
cap"S)fe"()f defending itself. The Magyars feared fflat" if 

defense they would be unable to 
maintain their independence against the Slavic people — particu- 
larly the Russians who surrounded them on all sides. The 
Germans felt that if they did not tie themselves up with the Mag- 
yars they would be absorbed into the new Germany and become 
subject to Prussian domination. So the two groups joined in this 
curious dual monarchy for defense, because the Magyars feared 
the Russians and the Austrian Germans feared the Prussians. 

Thus with the creation of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy the 
Austrian Germans, numbering about eight millions, were definitely 
excluded from the new Germany that Bismarck was engaged in 
creating. Meantime, what of the four independent South Ger- 
man states of Bavaria, Wilrttemberg, Baden, and Hesse-Darm- 
stadt? In the old Germany they had always depended upon 
Austria to defend them from Prussian, aggression on, the one hand 
and from French aggression on the other. Unable now to look 
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The balcony of Professor Schroedter’s house in Karlsruhe. The man leaning 
against the railing is the professor. The man smoking a cigar is Anton von 
Werner, the artist who drew this sketch. 


to Austria for protection, could they maintain their independence? 
Or would the fear of France force them to join with the North Ger- 
man Confederation? The latter was what Bismarck hoped. We 
must now see how Bismarck labored to bring about a situation 
which would force the South German states to join the North Ger- 
man Confederation and thus complete the unification of Germany. 

Why the South German states preferred to remain independent 
of the North German Confederation. The people of South Ger- 
many for the most part were sorry to see Austria excluded from 
the new Germany, and for the present they had no desire to join 
with the North German Confederation To join the North Ger- 
man Confederation would be to subject themselves to Prussian 
domination, and they feared and disliked the Prussians for three 
reasons especially. 

First, the South Germans were, and still are, a different people 
from the Prussians. The Prussians were a practical, hard-headed 
people. ■ They were excellent administrators, rulers, and warriors, 
and though somewhat hard and unimaginative, were quite capa- 
ble of managing everything, including other, people. The South 



430 


THE AGE OF POLITICAL REVOLUTION 


Germans were far more easy-going, more intellectual and artistic, 
more humane and tolerant, less aggressive. They disliked the 
hard, unimaginative Prussians and some sure instinct told them to 
beware of giving Prussia any chance to meddle wdth their affairs. 

Second, besides this difference of temperament, there was a 
difference in religion. The South Germans were mostly Catho- 
lics; the North Germans mostly Protestants. In all Germany, 
exclusive of Austria, the Catholics were only about one-third, the 
Protestants two-thirds. The South Germans therefore hesitated 
to join the North German Confederation because they feared that 
the Protestant majority might try to impose restrictions on their 
religion. 

Finally, the South Germans were more liberal in political ideas 
than the Prussians. It was in South and West Germany that the 
influence of the French Revolution had been most effective. In 
South Germany, especially, the ideals of Liberty, Equality, Fra- 
ternity had never lost their hold since the time of Napoleon. 
Even the aristocratic classes in the south, particularly in Bavaria, 
had little sympathy with the autocratic traditions of the Hohen- 
zoilern dynasty of Prussia — traditions of which Bismarck was well 
known to be an ardent supporter. 

For all of these reasons the South German states preferred to 
remain independent as long as they could. This does not mean 
that they were opposed to the unification of Germany. It means 
only that they did not like Bismarck’s method of bringing it about. 
The South Germans had desired a united Germany that would in- 
clude the Austrian Germans ; and if Austria were excluded, they de- 
sired a united Germany that would be more liberal in government, 
and less dominated hy Prussia, than the one which Bismarck was 
engaged in constructing. 

Bismarck knew very well how the South Germans felt about 
Prussia, and why they did not desire to join the North German 
Confederation. Yet unless they were included in the new Ger- 
many, the work of unification would be only half done. Bismarck 
was determined if possible to bring the South German states into 
the confederation. In order- to bring this about he did what he 
could (i) to make the South Germans fear Prussia less and France. 
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more ; and (2) to badger France into making war on Germanyj 
so that the South German states would be forced, in self-defense, 
to join the northern confederation. 

How Bismarck tried to win the goodwill of the South GermanSj 
i867“iB7o. Bismarck's success in the Austrian war and in estab- 
lishing the North German Confederation had made him popular 
in Prussia. The famous historian, Von Treitschke, w*ho had for- 
merly been a Liberal and as such had distrusted Bismarck, now 
became one of his ardent admirers. A man who has accomplished 
so much at a single stroke must be right against every one,” he 
exclaimed. After 1867 there were therefore many Prussians who 
urged Bismarck to complete the unification of Germany by force 
— to compel the South German states to join the confederation 
whether they wanted to do so or not. 

Bismarck resisted all such advice. He made no effort to coerce 
the South German states into a political union with the northern 
confederation, but he did much to unite them by voluntary agree- 
ments, especially in economic and military matters. In 1867- 
1868 military conventions were entered into which provided for 
joint action by the South German states and the North German 
Confederation in case of a defensive war against France. More 
important was the revision of the old Zolkerein (Customs Union). 
In 1818 free trade had been established between all the provinces 
of the state of Prussia; and between 1818 and 1842 free trade 
had been established between Prussia and all the other German 
states except the three Hanse towns of Hamburg, Lul>eck, and 
Bremen. These agreements, which united practically ail Ger- 
many into one customs district, were known as the Zdhereifh In 
1867-1868 the arrangement was renewed between the South Ger- 
man states and the northern confederation. But the new agree- 
ments went farther than the old. They provided that there should 
be a Zollparliament, composed of deputies elected by the people 
in North and South Germany. The purpose of the ZoUparlia- 
ment was to discuss the economic and commercial interests of Ger- 
many as a whole, and to devise uniform laws in the interest of all 
the states, south as well as north. 

Besides endeavoring to win the goodwill of the South Germans, 
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Cl'tlkrv Plant in the Ruhr District 
This factory, built in the early nineteenth century, was run by water powet, 

Bismarck did what lie could to increase their fear of France. This 
was not difficult to do, since Napoleon was now asking for those 
compensations which he had expected to get as a reward for 
remaining neutral in the Austro-Prussian War of 1866. In 1866 
Napoleon asked Prussia to consent to the annexation to France 
of that part of Bavaria which was called the Rhenish Palatinate. 
Bismarck told Napoleon that it was not a matter that concerned 
Prussia, and then he showed Napoleon^s letter to the King of 
Bavaria, in order to prove to him that France had designs on Bava- 
ria. Next Napoleon asked for Belgium. Bismarck discussed the 
matter, but made no promises. Finally, Napoleon proposed to buy 
Luxem!)ourg, a small duchy on the Rhine ruled by the King of 
Belgium and defended by a Prussian garrison. The King of Bel- 
gium was willing to sell Luxembourg, but Bismarck got the matter 
referred to a conference of the great powers at London which decided 
against the sale but provided that the Prussian garrison be removed 
and the duchy “ neutralised.^* 

In all of these affairs Bismarck played a very shrewd game. He 
fooled Napoleon to the top of his bent, .accomplishing two purposes. 
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He made it plain to the South German states that they were men- 
aced by the aggressive policy of Napoleon and that if all of Napo- 
leon’s projects had been blocked they had Bismarck and Prussia to 
thank for it. Yet Bismarck was not satisfied with making the Ger- 
mans fear that Napoleon might make war on Germany. It was 
necessary to bring Napoleon to the point of actually making such 
a war. 

How Bismarck tried to bring about the Franco-Prussian War 
of 1870. Some historians think that Bismarck was solely respon- 
sible for the Franco-Prussian War of 1870. But if many people 
in France had not desired the war as much as Bismarck desired 
it, all of Bismarck’s carefully laid plans would probably have come 
to nothing. The responsibility of France for the war we shall 
consider in the next chapter. Here we are concerned only with 
Bismarck’s part in it. That Bismarck did all he could to bring 
about a war with France is certain. In his Reminiscences he says; 
“ I assumed that a united Germany was only a question of time, 
and that the North German Confederation was only the first step 
in its solution . . . but I did not doubt that a war with France 
must take place before a united Germany could be realized,” 
Such a war was necessary in order to strengthen the sentiment of 
German nationalism and to convince the South Germans that 
their only safety lay in a union with the powerful Prussia, But 
much as Bismarck wanted war with France, he could not attack 
France. He must manage to get France to attack Germany. His 
opportunity came in 1870, in connection with the Spanish throne 
question.” Just as he had made use of the Schleswig-FIolstein 
question to bring on a war with Austria in 1866, so now he 
seized upon the Spanish throne question to bring on a with 
France. 

In 1868, as a result of a revolution in Spain, Queen Isabella was 
deposed. Possessing a throne with no one on it, the revolutionists 
began to look for a king. They offered the throne in turn to the 
Duke of Aosta, to Prince Ferdinand of Saxe-Coburg, and to the 
Duke of Genoa. Each one declined the offer. Then the revolu- 
tionists offered the throne to Prince Leopold ot Hoheiizollem, a 
cousin of the King of Prussia, Prince Leopold also declined the 
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offer (1869). But Bismarck, foreseeing that the French govern- 
ment would dislike much to see a Prussian prince on the throne 
of Spain, sent a secret agent to Madrid to request the Spanish 
revolutionists to renew the offer to Prince Leopold. The result 
was that in 1870 the Spanish throne was once more offered to 
Prince Leopold, and this time he accepted it (July 2, 1870). This 
was the Spanish throne question which Bismarck hoped would 
embroil France and Prussia. 

The acceptance of the Spanish throne by Prince Leopold had 
precisely the effect in France that Bismarck hoped for. The French 
government protested vigorously, on the ground that the dynastic 
union of Spain and Germany would be an intolerable menace to 
France ; and it even went so far as to say that it would not per- 
mit ” a , Hohenzoilern prince to be King of Spain. The French 
ambassador, Benedetti, w^as sent to Ems, where the King of Prus- 
sia happened to be, to demand of King William that he, as head 
of the Hohenzolierii family, should order Prince Leopold to with- 
draw his acceptance of the Spanish' throne. King William refused. 
Bismarck was now quite happy. It seemed almost certain that 
France would make w-ar on Prussia in order to prevent Prince 
Leopold from, becoming King of Spain. 

But then, on July 12, it was announced that Prince Leopold, 
on the 'advice of his father, had voluntarily withdrawn his accept- 
ance and would not after all become king of Spain. Bismarck 
took it for granted that the French government would be entirely 
satisfiec! with tlie withdrawal of Prince Leopold, and that no war 
m^ould result. ,Hc was so disappointed that he determined to 
resign his office as Chancellor of the North German Confedera- 
tiiin. He was then in the country, and on July 13 he went to Ber- 
lin to consult with his friends .Von Roon and Von Moltke about 
his resignation. He invited the two men to dine with him, but 
the certain prospect of peace made them all so despondent that 
they could neither eat nor drink with any pleasure. WTiile they 
were silting at dinner Bismarck received from King William a 
telegram which stated that the -French government had made 
some new demands. : ,It was not satisfied with, the simple .with- 
drawal of Prince Leopold, but asked in addition that King WB- 
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iiam should promise never in the future to permit a Hohenzoilern 
to sit on the Spanish throne. 

This was the famous Ems telegram. When he had read itj Bis- 
marck felt more cheerful, for he saw at once that he could use this 
telegram in such a way as to infuriate France and bring on the 
war after all. If the French government wanted peace, it had 
made a stupid blunder. If it wanted war, it had done just the 
right thing to bring it on. Leaving Bismarck and his friends sit- 
ting in Berlin with the Ems telegram before them, we must now 
turn to Paris in order to see whether the French government wanted 
peace or war, and why it made this extraordinary demand after 
all cause of quarrel seemed to have disappeared. 

QUESTIONS 

1. What was the Confederation of 1815? How many states were 
included in it? Why were the German people dissatisfied with this 
form of government? What was Bismarck's plan of unificatiOT? How 
did it differ from that favored by most Germans ? Compare Bismarck 
and Cavour. 

2. How did Bismarck become the prime minister of King William of 
Prussia? How did he carry through The military reforms? Why were 
the Progressive Liberals opposed to Bismarck’s policies? Why were 
the Conservatives not very favorable to him ? 

3. What was the Schleswig-Holstein question ’’ ? How did it lead to 
the Austro-Prussian War of 1866? What states sided with Austria in 
this war, and why? What part did Italy take in the war? Why did 
Napoleon remain neutral? What was the importance of the Austro- 
Prussian War? What were the provisions of the Peace of Prague, 1866 ? 

4. What states \vere annexed to Prussia after the Austro-Prussian 
War? What were the reasons for annexation? Describe the North 
German Confederation of 1867. How did Prussia exercise a dominating 
influence in this confederation? How long did this constitution remain 
the basis of the government of Germany ? How was it modified in 1871 ? 

5. How was Austria’s position in Europe changed by the events of 
1 859”! 867? How was the government of the Austrian Empire changed 
In 1867? 

6. Why did the South German states fear Prussia? What did Bis- 
marck do to lessen this fear ? How did he try to make the South German 
states fear France? Why did he do this? 

7. What was the Spanish throne question ” ? How did Bismarck 
make use of it to bring on a war with France? 


CHART FOR CHAPTER XIII Unification of Germany, 1862-1671: 
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C HAPTER XIV. THE FRANCO-PRUSSIAN WAR, 1870-1871.* 
HOW LOUIS NAPOLEON LOST AN EMPIRE, AND HOW 
VICTOR EMMANUEL WON A CAPITAL, KING WILLIAM A CROWN. 
AND THE FRENCH PEOPLE A REPUBLIC 

UV are still fighting Louis XIV. Leopold von Ranke 

How Louis Napoleon’s most loyal friends badgered him into a 
war with Germany. Of course the mass of the French people did 
not want war with Germany, They had no influence, and no great 
interest in the matter, being fully occupied with the difficult busi- 
ness of making a living. Napoleon himself was not very keen for 
the war, and if he had been left quite free to do as he liked there 
would perhaps have been no war. But Napoleon was surrounded 
by many loyal and influential friends who assured him, with great 
confidence, that a war with Germany was the best thing that could 
happen. Wffio were these loyal but misguided friends, and why 
did they think that a w^ar' with Germany was a good thing for 
France? 

The loyal friends who badgered Napoleon into the war were called 
“ Ultra-Imperialists ’’ — that is, they were more Imperialist than 
the emperor. The party included many influential officials in the 
government and the army, many members of the Chamber of Peers 
and the Chamber of Deputies, and most of the fashionable people 
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who gathered daily at the imperial court to do homage to the em- 
peror, and to the empress Eugenie, who was herself a most ardent 
Imperialist. These were the people who had always supported 
the empire as the ideal form of government for France, the people 
who had always been proud of Napoleon’s power at home and of his 
prestige abroad. But during the ten years following i860 (the 
period of the Liberal Empire, see p. 360) Napoleon’s power had de- 
clined, and in 1870 the empire seemed less firmly established than 
it had been in i860. The Ultra-Imperialists blamed Napoleon for 
it, and they insisted that he should do something striking to revive 
his vraning popularity. 

First of all, after i860 Napoleon had gradually “liberalized ” the 
government. He relaxed his control of the press, and in 1870 he 
sanctioned a new constitution which lessened his own power and 
increased that of the ministers and the Chamber of Deputies. Far 
from being satisfied with these concessions, the people demanded 
further concessions. Moderate Liberals urged that the emperor 
transfer all authority to the ministers and the Chamber. The old 
Republican spirit revived, and under the lead of the brilliant young 
Gambetta many people were looking forward to the time when the 
empire wmuld be replaced by a republic. These changes greatly 
alarmed the Ultra-Imperialists. They felt that Napoleon should 
have kept the powder in his own hands. They felt that in liberaliz- 
ing the empire he had endangered its existence. 

Napoleon’s friends were even more alarmed by his blunders in 
foreign affairs. In 1859 he had helped Cavour against Austria? 
but had withdrawn when the war was half finished, and afterwards 
he had prevented the new Kingdom of Italy from taking possession 
of Rome. The French people criticized him for doing so much for 
the Italians; the Italians criticized him for not doing more. In 
3:862 -"i 867 he intervened in Mexico and at great cost established 
an empire there under the Austrian prince, Maximilian, only to 
abandon the enterprise when the United States protested. Most 
serious of all, in 1866 he had remained neutral in the Austro-Prus- 
sian War, thus allowing Bismarck to build up a powerful German 
federation across the Rhine without gaining any territorial com- 
pensations for France. What a stupid thing to do, Napoleon’s 
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critics were saying, to stand aside and see Prussia enlarged and 
Germany united without doing anything to prevent it until it was 

too late I 

Thus in 1870 the Ultra-Imperialist friends of Napoleon felt that 
he had made serious blunders. They w^ere infuriated to think 
that the Man of Destiny was being laughed at by his enemies. 
Something must be done to restore the prestige of the emperor in 
France and in Europe. And what indeed could restore the prestige 
of the emperor more effectively than a successful war with Germany 
and the cession of some German territory to France ? 

I Such was the situation when, on July 2, 1870, it was announced 

that Leopold of Hohenzollern had accepted the throne of Spain. 
Most Frenchmen thought that a Hohenzollern prince on the throne 
of Spain 'would be a menace to France. The prospect reminded 
them of the sixteenth century, when Germany and Spain were 
united under the Emperor Charles V. The French government 
protested vigorously, going so far as to say in effect that it would 
j not permit a Hohenzollern prince to become King of Spain. Bene- 

^ detti was sent to interview King William of Prussia, who happened 

to be at Ems. Benedetti was instructed to ask King William to 
use his authority, as head of the Hohenzollern family, to compel 
Prince Leopold to withdraw his acceptance. The king declined 
to compel Leopold to withdraw, but said that if he should withdraw 
voluntarily he, the king, would approve of it. Thus it seemed 
that war l>e tween France and Germany was inevitable. 

But then, on July 12, it was announced that Prince Leopold, 
acting on the instructions of his father, Prince Anthony, had with- 
drawn his acceptance and would after all not become King of 
Spain, Most people took it for granted that this ended the quarrel 
Since this was precisely w^hat the French government had asked for, 
it seemed impossible to suppose that it would ask for anything 
more. The famous French politician and historian, Guizot, said 
that it was the greatest diplomatic triumph which France had won 
in his time. King William said that a . millstone had been lifted 
from Hs heart, Napoleon said that there , was no longer any 
quarrel. It was as if an island., over wMch two countries disputed, 
had suddenly disapj^earecl. What was there .left to dispute about? 
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Ollivier, the prime minister of France, rejoiced to think that the 
danger of war was over. Bismarck, as we have seen, thinking that 
peace was assured, was so discouraged that he decided to resign. 
The general opinion throughout Europe was that the quarrel had 
ended in a great diplomatic victory for France. French honor 
seemed more than safe ; it appeared triumphant. 

Nevertheless, within a week France declared war on Prussia. 
How did this come about ? It came about because Napoleon was 
persuaded by the Ultra-Imperialists to make a further demand on 
King William the demand for “ future guarantees ” and this 
demand Bismarck made use of to create a war frenzy which could 
not be resisted. 

Napoleon himself did not w^ant war. Upon hearing of the with- 
draw^al of Prince Leopold, he said : '' It is a great relief to me ; war 
is always a great adventure.’' Yet Napoleon knew that some 
people would not be satisfied. To the prime minister, Ollivier, he 
wrote : The country will not be satisfied, but wdiat can be done 

about it? ” The '' country ” would have been quite well satisfied. 
Napoleon was not thinking of the country. He was thinking of 
the Ultra-Imperialists,' The opinions of the Ultra-Imperialists 
meant more to Napoleon than the opinions of others, because he 
had to live with them. The people in his drawing-rooms and at his 
dinner table 'were Ultra-Imperialists of the most violent sort. 
When he went to his palace at Saint-Cloud on the afternoon of 
July 12 the empress, the Due de Gramont, General Bourbaki, and 
many others were there. They gathered round him. “ Peace is 
assured,” he told them. They were dismayed. The empire will 
fall like a house of cards 1 ” the empress is said to have exclaimed. 
General Bourbaki said something about breaking his s'word for 
very shame. Napoleon was an old man, suffering from illness. 
He had not the decision of character which he had had formerty. 
He could not stand nagging. He wanted to satisfy everyone, espe- 
cially those with whom he was daily associated. He allow'ed himself 
to be persuaded ; and so about seven o’clock, on July 12, he author- 
ized the Due de Gramont to send an official dispatch to Benedetti 
at Ems. ■ Benedetti was instructed to demand of King William that 
he should not only approve of the withdrawal of Prince Leopold* 
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but. also “ give assurance that he would not again authorize his 

candidature.” 

This was the famous demand for future guarantees. Neither 
Oliivier, the prime minister, nor any other minister in the govern- 
ment knew anything of it until the next day. Napoleon, yielding 
to the clamor of the Ultra-Imperialists, was solely responsible. 

The next day, July 13, Benedetti met King William on the prome- 
nade at Ems and presented the demand according to his instruc- 
tions. The king replied courteously that he had not yet received 
official notification of Prince Leopold’s withdrawal, but that when 
he did he wmuld approve of it. As for the future guarantees, he 
could not bind himself. If Benedetti had been content with this 
reply, the war might have been avoided. The French government 
would perhaps have been satisfied with the king’s approval of the 
withdrawal of Prince Leopold. But Benedetti pressed the king 
a second time to give his promise. He became almost imperti- 
nent.” It is very easy to be impertinent to a king. King William, 
who had a fine sense of his owm dignity, w^as much irritated, and at 
last he said : It seems to me, Mr. Ambassador, that I have so 
clearly expressed myself to the effect that I can never make such 
a declaration, that I have nothing more to add.” Lifting his hat, 
he moved away. 

The Ems telegram : How King William and Bismarck helped to 
make the war inevitable. Even so, the matter might have been 
settled peaceably. But now King William, did an unusual thing. 
Contrary to all diplomatic precedent, he authorized Bis,marck to 
make pu!)lic the .negotiations between himself and Benedetti. It 
is difficult to s.ay why the king did this • — certainly not because he 
wished to bring on a war with France. Benedetti had made him 
angry, it is true, and Bismarck had been scolding him a little for 
not king firm enough with Benedetti. Perhaps the king wished 
to show Bismarck and everyone else how firm he could be. What- 
ever the reason, he now^ authorized his secretary, Abekeii, to tele- 
graph to Bismarck a statement of what had occurred, giving 
Bismarck permission to publish- the’ statement in the newspapers. 
Abeken thereupon sent to Bismarck the famous Ems telegram; 
which was in substance as follows : 
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His Majesty writes me: ^Xount Benedetti spoke to me on the 
promenade, in order to demand from me, finally in a very impor- 
tunate manner, that I should bind myself for all future time" never to 
give my consent if the Hohenzollerns should renew their candidature 
[to the Spanish throne]. I refused, at last somewhat sternly, as it is 
neither right nor possible to undertake engagements of this kind 
CL tout jamais ['forever’].’' His Majesty has since received a letter 
from the prince. His ^ Majesty ... has decided . . . not to 
receive Count Benedetti again, but onl}^ to have him informed 
through an aide-de-camp that His Majesliy had received from the 
prince confirmation of the news which "Benedetti had already 
received from Paris [news of the withdrawal], and had nothing 
further to say to the ambassador. His Majesty leaves to Your 
Excellency [Bismarck] whether Benedetti’s fresh demand and its 
rejection should not at once be communicated both to our ambas- 
sadors and to the press. 

We must now return to Bismarck at Berlin, where we left him at 
the close of the last chapter, sitting at dinner with Von Roon and 
Von Moltke, very much depressed because there seemed no longer 
any prospect of war. It was \vhile they were sitting there that 
Bismarck received the Ems telegram from King William. What 
happened then, Bismarck tells us in his Reminiscences, Although 
written many years after, the account (given below’) is probably 
true enough. 

I read the telegram out to my guests, whose depression was so 
great that they turned away from food and drink. , . . I put a few 
questions to Moltke as to our military preparations. . . . He an- 
swered that if there was to be war he expected no advantage to us in 
deferring the outbreak. ... In view^' of the attitude of France our 
national sense of honor compelled us, in my opinion, to go to war. 
. . . Under this conviction, I made use of the king’s authorization, 
which included a command [this is not true], to publish the con- 
tents of the telegram ; and in the presence of my tw^o guests I 
reduced the, telegram by striking out words, but without adding or 
altering, to the followdng form : 

After the news of the renunciation of the Prince, of Hohenzol- 
lern had been officially communicated to the imperial govern- 
ment of France by the royal government of Spain, the French 
ambassador at Ems made the further demand to His Majesty 
the, king [William] that he would bind himself for all future 
time never again to give his consent if the Hohenzollerns 
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should renew their candidature. His Majesty thereupon de- 
cided not to receive the French ambassador again, and sent 
to tell him through an aide-de-camp that His Majesty had 
nothing further to communicate to the French ambassador. 

After I had read out the condensed edition to my two guests, 
Moitke remarked : ‘'Now it has a different ring.’’ . . . I went on to 
explain: “If in execution of His Majesty’s order I at once com- 
municate this text . . . not only to the newspapers, but also by 
telegraph to ail our embassies, it will be known in Paris before mid- 
night, and not only on account of its contents, but also on account 
of the manner of its distribution, will have the effect of a red rag on 
the Gallic bull. Fight we must, if we do not want to act the part of 
vanquished without a battle.” . . . This explanation brought about 
in the two generals a revulsion to a more joyous mood. , . . 
They had suddenly recovered their pleasure in eating and drinking 
and spoke in a more cheerful veinA 

Did Bismarck “falsify” the Ems telegram? Much has been 
written on this question. At least this much is certain, that Bis- 
marck’s wording of the telegram was intended to make the Germans 
think that the F rench ambassador had insulted the Prussian king 
and to make the French people think that the Prussian king had 
insulted the French ambassador. The effect of publishing his 
version of the telegram was precisely what Bismarck hoped. 
On July 14 the streets of Berlin were filled with excited people 
clamoring for war wdth France ; the streets of Paris were filled with 
excited people clamoring for war with Prussia. Perhaps Napoleon 
and his ministers might still have avoided w’^ar. But even the 
prime minister, Ollivier, who had sincerely desired to prevent war, 
now felt that it was necessary to vindicate the “ honor ” of France. 
Mobilization of the French armies began on July 15 ; on July 19 
France declared wm on Prussia. 

The Franco-Prussian War, 1870-1873: : How the French armies 
proved incompetent and suffered defeat Thanks' to Bismarck’s 
propaganda, all Germans felt that ''Napoleon was making an un- 
provoked w’'ar of aggression on Germany. Accordingly the four 
South German states im..mediately joined Prussia and the North 
German Confederation. From, the first, France .was .thus con- 

* Bisfmrfk ike Mm and ike Staiesman, Translated from tise German. Harper and 

Brotbers. 
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fronted with a united Germany. The Germans had 385,000 
soldiers immediately available for the invasion of France. Yet the 
French were confident of winning. Marshal Leboeuf boasted 
that the army was ready down to the last button on the last 
gaiter.’^ The French cry was ‘'on to Berlin.’’ The confident 
expectation was that the French armies would quickly cross the 
Rhine, and that the smaller German states would welcome the 
French as liberators, much as the Italians had formerly, in 1859, 
welcomed them as liberators. 

But in fact the French had completely misjudged the situation. 
Their armies were inferior to the German armies in organization, 
equipment, and leadership. From the first day of French mobiliza- 
tion, confusion reigned everywhere, partly on account of official 
corruption, partly on account of bad managexnent. Commanders 
arriving at the front found cannon without ammunition, horses 
without harnesses, and guns provided with cartridges too large or 
too small for the bores. General Michel telegraphed from Belfort : 
“ Can’t find my brigade. Can’t find the general of the division. 
What shall I do? Don’t know where my regiments are.” When 
Napoleon arrived at Metz on July 28, thirteen days after the begin- 
ning of mobilization, he discovered that there was still not a single 
army corps ready to take the field. 

The only things the French generals were adequately provided 
with were military maps of Germany — which they never needed 
to use. The German armies, perfectly equipped and intelligently 
led, moved with swift precision to the frontier and crossed into 
Alsace and Lorraine. Thus thrown on the defensive, the French 
attempted to hold Metz and Strasbourg. August 6 , General 
MacMahon was defeated at W^orth and retired to ChMons. The 
Germans pushed on, outwitted and defeated Genera! Bazaine 
(Aug. 18) and bottled him and his entire army up in the fortress 
of Metz (Sept. i). Napoleon had meantime' joined General 
MacMahon at Chi,lons. General MacMahon, desired to retire in 
defense of Paris, while gathering re-enforce.ments. From a .military 
point of view this was probably the proper thing to do ; but ofiicials 
at. Paris, telegraphed, the general that a retreat would be followed 
by revolution in Paris and the collapse of the empire. Napoleon 



Bismarck Escorting Napoleon III to King William 

From an engraving by Camphausen. At the Battle of Sedan, September i, 1870, Napoleon and his army were taken prisoners 

by the Ciermans. Napoleon is in tlie ria^ht rear seat of the carriage. 
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and General MacMahon therefore moved eastward, but slowly and 
inexpertly, and when it was too late decided after all to retreat. 
The Germans caught them at Sedan, where, on September i, 
the French army was surrounded and captured. September 2, 
Napoleon telegraphed to Paris : '' The army has been defeated 
and captured. I myself am a prisoner.^’ Within a month the 
Germans had shut up one French army in Metz, and captured 
another. They then moved on to Paris. 

Napoleon’s pathetic telegram : '' I myself am a prisoner,” 
reached Paris September 3. The next day the Legislative 
Assembly met. A crowd of people invaded the Chamber crying : 

Down with the empire ! Long live the republic ! ” Gam- 
betta, Jules Ferry, and others went to the Hotel de Ville and there, 
before a shouting mob, proclaimed the republic. A provisional 
Government of National Defense was hastily formed to take 
charge of affairs and prepare Paris for the oncoming Germans. 
xAmong the members of the new government were Gambetta and 
Jules Favre. Gambetta was for fighting to the last ditch, but the 
majority of the members were willing to make peace if no French 
territory was ceded. The Germans demanded the cession of Alsace 
and Lorraine. Not an inch of our territory 1 ” Jules Favre 
replied; and so the Government of National Defense prepared 
to hold Paris, hoping that General Bazaine would break through 
the Germans at Metz and come to their assistance. General 
Bazaine made no serious attempt to escape from Metz. He wasted 
a month in fruitless and treasonable negotiations with Bismarck, 
and then, before his supplies were entirely exhausted, surrendered 
his entire army of about 175,000 men (October 27). The premature 
surrender of Bazaine was a godsend to the Germans, since it 
released their armies for the siege of Paris. Paris made a heroic 
defense. In January, 1871, the people, in order to keep warm, cut 
down . the fine trees in the Champs Elysees and the Bois de Boulogne, 
and for food were reduced to anything they could get — cats and 
dogs for preference, rats at two francs each for those who could 
afford nothing better. Gambetta, escaping in October from Paris 
in a balloon, established a branch of the Government of National 
Defense at Tours (later moved to Bordeaux) and tried to rouse the 
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Gambetta Escaping from Paris in a Balloon 


From Uniusiration, Oct. 15, 1870. Gambetta was minister of the interior in 
the provisional government created in Paris after the capture of Napoleon III. 
He escaped during the siege of Paris in order to rouse the country and organize 
an army for the relief of Paris. 


i country for the defense of Paris. But the raw levies which he 

enlisted were no match for the seasoned soldiers of Von Moltke ; 
and on January 28 the city of Paris, reduced to actual starvation, 
surrendered. 

The Franco-Prussian War, iSyo-iSyi ; The Peace of Frankfurt, 
May 10, 1871. Since the Government of National Defense had 
no proper authority to cede -French territory, a National Assembly 

i 'l was elected by the people of France for the purpose of making 

j peace with Germany. Republicans like Gambetta wished to con- 

tinue the war, rather than cede Alsace and Lorraine, but the people 
\ generally were in favor of peace at any price. The National 

j'!| Assembly was therefore composed mainly of representatives of the 

I ; ^ old monarchist parties — Legitimists and Orleanists, with, a sprink- 

i;’ ] ling of Bonapartists, and some Republicans elected from Paris, and 
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Lipe in Paris during the Sieck, iS/o-yi 

From a painting by Pille. People are in line before a municipal canteen waiting 

to receive food. 


the other large towns. The Assembly met at Bordeaux, February 
12, 1871. Five days later it elected Adolphe Thiers Head of the 
Executive Power.” Thiers was now the most popular man in 
France. He had first become prominent in connection with the 
Revolution of 1830, He had served as a minister under Louis 
Philippe. He was the author of a famous and popular history, 
The Consulate and the Empire. He had tried to prevent the 
Franco-Prussian War, but after it broke out made a tour of Europe 
in the vain effort to obtain the assistance of the great powers on 
behalf of France. So the Assembly, having chosen Thiers Head 
of the Executive Power,” empowered him to negotiate the peace 
with Germany. 

The French and German negotiators met at Versailles, in the 
famous old palace of Louis XIV. Bismarck stated Ms demands 
a huge indemnity and the cession of Alsace, most of Lorraine (in- 
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eluding Metz), and the city of Belfort. The Germans demanded 
Alsace and Lorraine for two reasons. The first was a sentimental 
reason. The two provinces had formerly been parts of the Holy 
Roman Empire. The French had obtained the three chief cities 
of Lorraine — Metz, Tout, and Verdun — in 1559, and the province 
of Alsace in 1648. The people of Lorraine were French-speaking, 
those of Alsace mostly German. The people of both provinces 
had long since become satisfied with French rule, and a popular 
vote in 1 87 1 would have been overwhelmingly in favor of remaining 
part of France. But German national sentiment demanded the 
recovery of these old “ imperial lands.” The second reason was 
military and strategical. The possession of Strasbourg and Metz 
would give Germany a great advantage in time of war. Moltke said 
that Metz in German hands w^as worth 100,000 soldiers. Bismarck 
was not very keen for demanding so much. do not like so many 
Frenchmen in our house against their will,” he said. But Moltke 
and King William were determined to have Alsace and Lorraine. 

Thiers and the French negotiators made a desperate effort to get 
better terms. At one time in the discussion Thiers burst out in 
furious anger : These negotiations are nothing but a sham. 
Make war then! Ravage our provinces, burn, slaughter! . . . 
We will fight you to our last breath. We may be defeated, but at 
least we will not be dishonored.” Bismarck was not sure whether 
Thiers was in earnest. He knew that Europe was becoming 
alarmed at the extraordinary success of Prussia, and he feared that 
if peace were not speedily made the great powers might intervene. 
He therefore got Moltke and King William to make some slight 
concessions. He said that the Ph'ench might keep Belfort, provided 
the German army were allowed a triumphal march through Paris. 
On these terms the peace was made. The preliminaries were agreed 
to at Versailles, and the- final treaty w^as signed at Frankfurt, 
May 10, 1871. 

The Treaty of Frankfurt provided (i) that France should cede 
all of Alsace and part of Lorraine, including Metz ; (2) that France 
should pay an indemnity of 5,000,000,000 francs ($1,000,000,000) ; 
(3) that., certain French fortresses should be occupied by German 
troops until the indemnity was paid. 
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Thus ended the Franco-Prussiaii War of 1870™“ 1871 the most 
important European war between 1815 and 1914. The immediate 
results of this famous war were three : (i) the completion of Italian 
unification; (2) the completion of German unification; (3) the 
establishment of the third French Republic. We must iiowkarn 
something about each of these. 

Results of the Franco -Prussian War: (i) Completion of the 
unification of Italy. The first immediate result of the Franco- 
Prussian War was the completion of Cavour’s plans for the unifica- 
tion of Italy. When Cavour died in 
1861 the Kingdom of Italy had been 
established, but it did not yet include 
either the province of Venetia or the 
city of Rome and the territory round 
about (see p. 404). The province of 
Venetia was obtained from Austria 
during the Austro-Prussian War of 
1866 (see p. 420), but so long as Na- 
poleon supported the Pope the Italian 
government did not venture to take 
possession of Rome. The Franco- 
Prussian War, forcing Napoleon to 
abandon the Pope, provided the 
Italian government with the oppor- 
tunity it had been waiting for. As 
soon as the war started, the king, 

Victor Emmanuel, with Bismarck’s approval, marched 60,000 
troops into the Papal States, and on September 20, 1S70 — less 
tiiaii three weeks after the Battle of Sedan — they occupied the 
ancient capital of Italy. The Pope’s subjects were allowed to 
decide whether they preferred to be united to the Kiiigdoiii of 
Italy or remain under papal rule. They voted 130,000 to 150c 
in favor of becoming subjects of Victor Emmanuel. 

In spite of conquest, in spite of the wishes of his subjects, Pope 
Pius IX refused to yield. He did not indeed make any forcible 
resistance — or very little. His army was far too small to contend 
against the army of Victor Emmanuel, and at the .first bloodshed. 
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Germany is pictured puiutiiui 
the former French provinces of 
Alsace and Lorraine a Prussian 
blue. 
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tlie Pope ordered his troops to cease firing. Having made it clear to 
the world that he did not yield voluntarily, the Pope retired to his 
palace in the Vatican Gardens and there he remained, refusing 
to recognize Victor Emmanuel as king, refusing to give up his 
former rights, and refusing to make any treaty with the Italian 
government. 

What could the king do with this Pope who refused to recognize 
him? To be sure Pius IX was an Italian, and Victor Emmanuel 
might have put him in prison or sent him into exile, as he would 
have imprisoned or exiled any other Italian who refused to recognize 
the government. But it was not easy to treat the Pope in this way. 
As head of the Catholic Church, the Pope was an international 
figure, and far too powerful to be treated as an ordinary person. 
The Italian government therefore allowed the Pope to remain in 
his palace without interference. In 1 87 1 it passed the Law of Papal 
Guarantees, which established the relations of the papacy to the 
Italian government. The law declared the person of the Pope 
to be sacred and inviolable. Certain places in Rome — the Vati- 
can, the Lateran, Castel Gondolfo, and their gardens — were 
declared to be without the jurisdiction of the Italian government, 
subject entirely to the Pope. Within these places the Pope was 
recognized as a foreign power. Here he could rule with his court as 
he had formerly ruled, receiving and sending ambassadors as he 
had formerly done. In addition, the Italian government granted 
to the Pope an annual revenue of about $650,000 as an indemnity 
for the territory wliich he had lost. From that day to this the 
Pope has ruled his liny realm within the city of Rome. But the 
Pope did not recognize this settlement. Pius IX and his successors 
refused to accept the annual revenue granted by the Italian gov- 
ernment. Until the year' 1929 (see p. 779), they acted on the 
theory that the Italian government was a usurping govern- 
ment and, that they themselves were prisoners within, the Vatican 
Gardens. 

The Italian g0vernm.ent acted on a different theory. , It assumed 
that the vote of the Pope*s subjects made Rome a legiti,mate part 
of the Italian kingdom. The capital of the kingdom, formerly 
removed from Turin to Florence, was moved from Florence to 
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Rome. Thus in 1871 Cavour^s dream of a united Italy with its 
capital at Rome w'as at last realized. (See map, p. 836.) 

Results of the Franco-Prussian War : (2) The completion of the 
unification of Germany. The occupation of Rome by the Italian 
government was only a by-product of the Franco-Prussian War, 
but the establishment of the German Empire was a direct and in- 
tended result of it. Bismarck had desired the war for one reason 
only because he believed that it would make it possible to com- 
plete the unification of Germany by uniting the South German 
states with the North German Confederation. In this his judg- 
ment proved correct. The people of South Germany, convinced 
that the war was one of pure aggression on the part of France, felt 
that they must in the future secure the powerful support of Prussia. 
A famous Bavarian, Prince Von Hohenlohe, tells us in his Memoirs 
that Bavaria w^as induced from necessity, rather than from incli- 
nation, to enter the confederation in order to preserve her inde- 
pendence against French aggression. It was for this reason that 
Bavaria, and to a less extent the other South German states, at 
last agreed to join with the North German Confederation. (See 
map, p. 422.) 

In general the southern states accepted the constitution of the 
North German Confederation as it was formulated in 1867, but 
in some respects they reserved to themselves privileges of self- 
government which the other states did not possess. At the same 
time it was agreed that the confederation should take a new name — 
the German Empire {Deutsches Reich) and that the King of 
Prussia, as head of the federation, should no longer be called 
“President” but “German Emperor.” This was Bismarck’s idea. 
King William at first refused to take the new^ title. '‘What have 
I to do with the fancy-ball major?” he asked. King William was 
very proud of the title “King of Prussia,” and he feared that if 
he took a new title people would think he did not sufficiently prize 
his old one. But Bismarck insisted that the new title was neces- 
sary, partly because it would revive the glorious traditions of the 
ancient medieval Empire, partly because the kings of Bavaria and 
. Wtirttemberg would perhaps find it less humiliating to be second in 
rank to the German Emperor than to the King of Prussia. 
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Bismarck had his way in the end ; and on January i8, 1871, King 
William was formally proclaimed German Emperor. This cere- 
mony occurred in the famous Hall of Mirrors, in the royal palace 
at Versailles where the kings of France had formerly lived. In this 
very Hall of Mirrors, where French courtiers had so often congratu- 
lated Louis XIY on his victories in Germany, the new Ger- 
man Empire w^as now proclaimed, while the German armies were 
besieging the city of Paris. The event marks a turning-point in 
European history. For two hundred years France had been the 
“ first state of Europe.” After 1871 the new German Empire of 
Bismarck’s creation held that desired position until June 28, 1919, 
when deputies of the Reich entered the Hall of Mirrors to sign the 
Peace of Versailles that ended the Great War. 

Referring to the Franco-Prussian War, the German historian 
Von Ranke said to the Frenchman Thiers : “ We are still fighting 
Louis XIV.” In 1919 the French premier, Clemenceau, might 
equally well have said to the German deputies: “We are still 
fighting Bismarck.” It was another Frenchman, Auguste Comte, 
who said : The living are ruled by the dead.” 

Results of the Franco-Prussian War: (3) Establishment of the 
third French Republic, 1870-1875. When Napoleon was captured 
at the Battle of Sedan, the second empire collapsed. The hastily 
formed provisional Government of National Defense directed 
affairs during the war, only to be replaced by the National Assembly 
which was elected to make the peace. The National Assembly, 
silting first at Bordeaux, moved afterw^ards to Versailles, where it 
negotiated the Treaty of Frankfurt which ended the war. 

d1ie first thing the National Assembly had to do after ending the 
war with Gc^rmany was to fight a little civil war with the city of 
fkiris. In F^aris, after the siege was over, an insurrectionary gov- 
ernment was established — a kind of “ dictatorship of the prole- 
tariat,” known as the Commune of Paris. The leaders of the 
Commune refused to recognize the National Assembly because they 
feared ! with good reason) that the National Assembly intended to 
rest«m‘ mv (^f the old monarchical governments in France. .Since 
the Commune had its own army, the army of the National Assembly 
!ia<i li) lay siege to Paris, and at last to fight its way desperately 



Life in Paris during the Siege, 1S70-71 
From V Illustration, January 7, 1871. Killing an elephant at the Jardin des 
Plantes (zoological and botanical gardens) for food. 


through the streets of the city. The Communards were treated 
as traitors. Some who surrendered were shot down in their Iriicks. 
Thirteen thousand w'ere afterguards condemned to death. Seven 
thousand or more were exiled to New Caledonia. Throughout 
France the people sympathized with the National Assembly. Tlie 
Communards were generally regarded as dangerous Anarchists, as 
“ Reds,” whose aim was to destroy morality and the social order, 
and who therefore deserved the harsh treatment which they 
received. 

After the suppression of the Commune of Paris the chief questions 
in everybody’s mind were : “ What form of government shall be 
adopted for France — monarchy or republic? Who has authority 
to decide this question?” The National .Assembly had been 
elected to govern France temporarily while making peace with 
Germany. It had not been elected to make a constitution for 
France or to govern it indefinitely. Nevertheless, the National 
Assembly assumed the right to make a constitution, and then went 
on governing France for four years before making one. What is 
the explanation of this? 



The explanation is that the National Assembly was divided into 
three parties, each of which had its own plan for a permanent gov- 
ernment of France. There was first the Republican party, led by 
Gambetta, which wished to establish a republic; second, the 
Orleanist party, which wished to restore the Orleanist monarchy, 
with the Count of Paris as king ; third, the Legitimist party, which 
wished to restore the Bourbon monarchy with the Count of Cham- 
bord as king. There was one. government to be established, three 
different plans for it, and no majority in the Assembly for any plan. 
Until some compromise could be arranged between these conflicting 
aims, no constitution could be adopted. 

For two years (1871-1873) the National Assembly governed 
France without even attempting to frame a constitution. The 
government was directed by Adolphe Thiers as president, with a 
ministry composed of Republicans and Orleanists. Under the 
presidency of Thiers, the government paid to Germany the five 
billion indemnity exacted by the Treaty of Frankfurt, and made 
certain necessary reforms in the local government and in the organ- 
ization of the army. President Thiers then felt that the National 
Assembly could not with decency longer delay the making of a 
constitution. Thiers had formerly been a supporter of the Orlean- 
ist party, but he was now^ convinced that a majority of Frenchmen 
desired a republic. After all, he said, a republic is “ the system 
which divides us least.’^ Besides, as he again said, there are two 
candidates for the throne, but “ unfortunately only one throne.^' 
In 1873 Thiers therefore brought forward certain proposals for a 
moderate republican form of government — a Chamber of Deputies 
and a Senate to be elected by the .people, and a president to be 
elected by the Chamber of Deputies, the Senate, and certain other 
persons appointed by the local governments. Thiers hoped that 
these proposals would be radical enough .to satisfy ma,ny Republi- 
cans and cemservative enough to satisfy many Orleanists. 

But the Orleanists were not yet ready to abandon hope of 
restoring the monarchy. They therefore joined with the Legiti- 
mists to reject Thiers’s proposals, whereupon Thiers resigned as 
president. The two monarchist parties, then elected Marshal 
^lacMahon fan Orleanist).. to. succeed' Thiers as president. Thus 



Paying the Indemnity to Germany 

From rilluslration, July 22, 1871, Arrival of a load of coin at the Hank of 
France at Strasbourg. 

in control of the Assembly, the Orieanists and Legitimists endeav- 
ored to arrange a compromise plan for restoring the monarchy. 
On three essential points of this plan the two parties were agreed. 
These were: (i) that the Count of Chambord, the Legitimist pre- 
tender, should be king first, and that upon his death (since he 
had no heirs) he should be succeeded by the Count of Paris, the 
Orleanist pretender; (2). that the National Assembly should not 
elect the Count of Chambord king by right of popular sovereignly, 
but should simply declare him king by right of inheritance ; (3) that 
the Count of Chambord, once declared king, should then grant to 
his subjects a moderately liberal constitution. 

On these three points the two parties agreed; but on a fourth 
essential point they could not agree. They could not agree on the 
symbol or flag to be adopted. The Orieanists wished, to adopt the 
tricolor, the emblem of the Revolution ; but the Count of Cham- 
bord insisted that the white flag of the old Bourbon monarchy 
should be adopted. This dispute might seem a trivial matter, but 
in reality it was not so. In refusing to give up the white flag, the 
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Coimt of Chambord was really refusing to recognize the validity 
of those foundation principles of the Revolution — the principle of 
popular sovereignty and of equality of rights. The Orleanists 
were wise enough to know that the French people, although they 
might accept a king, would not accept one who refused to recognize 
the Revolution as an accomplished fact. As Marshal MacMahon 
said, If we proclaim the white flag, the muskets will go off of their 
own accord.” He meant that to proclaim the white flag would be 
the signal for revolution and civil war. 

As soon as this plan broke down, the Orleanists hastened to unite 
with the moderate Republicans to form a constitution which would 
satisfy them both. “ Not being able to make the monarchy,” said 
the Count of Paris, “ it is necessary to organize a constitutional 
government with the executive placed above party struggles. . . . 
I do not see why we should be alarmed at the idea of calling this 
government a republic.” The Orleanists and the moderate Repub- 
licans (Republicans like Thiers as distinguished from Republicans 
like Gambetta) were especially afraid that if they delayed too long 
one of two things might happen — either (i) there might be another 
revolution, resulting in the establishment of a radical democratic 
republic like that of 1793 or that of 1848; or (2) public sentiment 
\YQukl once more become favorable to the restoration of the Bona- 
partist empire. These fears, and the influences which established 
the Constitution of 1875, were exactly expressed by the Duke of 
Broglie, who said: 

In one word, a republic which resembles a constitutional mon- 
archy, a constitutional monarchy which resembles a republic and 
which differs from it only in the constitution and the permanence of 
the executive that is the sole alternative which remains to the 
friends of liberty. Every other republic would be the Convention 
[of 1 792-1 795], every other monarchy would be the [B^onapartist] 
empire. 

How the third French Republic was designed to resemble a 
monarchy with the king left out. The Constitution of 1875 pro- 
vided for a president, a Senate, and a Chamber of Deputies. The 
Chamber of Deputies was the democratic element in, the constitution ; 
the Senate was the arktocratic element ; the president was the royd 
elemeni. 
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Tile Chamber of Deputies was to be elected by the people^ by 
universal manhood suffrage. No law could be passed without the 
consent of this chamber, and ail tax bills had to be initiated in it 
Its chief function was to enable the mass of the people to safeguard 
their interests, to prevent the wealthy upper classes from running 
the government in their interest alone. 

But it was felt that if the popular Chamber of Deputies had com- 
plete control of the government it might disregard the interests of 
the wealthy and the educated. The Senate was designed to pre- 
vent this by acting as a check on the Chamber of Deputies. The 
Senate was therefore not elected by the people directly. One-third 
of the members were chosen for life by the National Assembly. 
(This has since been changed so that there are now no life-senators). 
Two-thirds were to be chosen by electoral assemblies in each 
department, composed of the senators and deputies for the depart- 
ment, together with certain local officials. The expectation was 
that the Senate would be composed of elderly men, wealthy for 
the most part, and accordingly cautious and conservative in their 
views. The chief function of the Senate was to exercise a conserv- 
ative check upon hasty or radical measures favored by the mass of 
the people, thus safeguarding the rights and interests of the upper 
classes. 

The president was elected for a term of seven years by the mem- 
bers of the Senate and of the Chamber of Deputies ail sitting to- 
gether as one body. The president was expected to represent no 
party or class, but to represent impartially the state or the nation 
as a whole. He appointed the cabinet of ministers ; but all of his 
official acts had to be countersigned by a minister,’-’ and the 
ministers were jointly responsible to the two chambers.” This 
meant that the cabinet of ministers could not carry through any 
important measures without the consent of the Chamber of 
Deputies and the Senate. Consequently the president could not 
appoint any ministers he pleased, to carry through any policy he 
liked, but only such ministers as the majority of the Chamber and 
the Senate desired, to carry out the policy they liked. Whenever 
any cabinet of ministers ceased to have the support of a majority 
of the Chamber and the Senate, it had to resign office and the presi- 
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dent had then to appoint a new cabinet of ministers agreeable to 
the chambers. Thus the executive power was not in the hands of 
the president, as it is in the United States, but in the hands of the 
ministers who, in turn, were responsible to the chambers. To this 
extent the French system of government resembled the English 
system, and to this extent the powers and duties of the French 
president were similar to those of the English king. 

Thus, after changing her mind many times since 1789, France 
at last decided that a republican government suited her best. 
The third French Republic was, however, not a “democratic 
republic” like those of 1793 of 1848. It was a conservative 
republic. But it was at least based on universal manhood suffrage. 
For more than half a century it weathered the political storms of 
Europe. 


QUESTIONS 

1. How did Napoleon “liberalize” the empire after i860? What 
successes or failures did he have in foreign affairs ? 

2. Why did the French government object to Leopold of Hohen- 
zollern as king of Spain? What measures were taken to prevent his 
becoming king? Why did Prince Leopold withdraw his consent to 
become king of Spain? What effect did most people think this act 
would have on the question of war? What did Bismarck think about 
it? What did the Ultra-Imperialists think? What did Napoleon and 
King William think? 

3. How was Napoleon induced to make the demand for “future 
guarantees” and what was this demand? Why did King William send 
Bismarck the Ems telegram? What did the telegram say? What 
changes did Bismarck make in the telegram, and what was his purpose 
ill doing so? Did he “Msify” the telegram? 

4. Why were the French so easily defeated in the Franco-Prussian 
War? Describe the German plan of campaign. What were the results 
of the Battle of Sedan? Why .was it necessa,ry to elect a National 
Assembly in France in 1871? What were the terms of the Treaty of 
Frankfurt? 

S- What were the three chief results of the FranGO-Prussi.an War? 
How did the German Empire of 1871 differ from the North German 
Confederation of 1867 ? After the Kingdom of Italy took Rome in 1871, 
what privileges were accorded to the Pope? 
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6. Why did the French National Assembly delay making a consti- 
tution until 1875? Why did Thiers resign as president in 1873? Why 
were the Orleanists and Legitimists unable to restore the monarchy ? 

7. In what respects did the Constitution of 1875 differ from the 
Radical Republican constitutions of 1793 and 1S48? In what respects 
does the government of France resemble that of the United States? 
in what respects that of England? 

8 . Write a brief account of the chief political changes brought about 
in Europe during the period from 1859 to 1875. 
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A Russian Peasant and His Wife 
From a sketch made in 1871, 


C HAPTER XV. SHOWING HOW POLITICAL LIBERTY 
PROSPERED IN TWO EMPIRES, RUSSIA AND GREAT 
BRITAIN, 1830-1885 

No man is good enough to govern another man without that others mmnf, 

Abraham I4INCc>i:..n 

The importance of dates in general and of 1871 in particular. 
People often say that it is difficult to remember dates. No doubt 
it is, if one tries to remember them for no good reason. Historical 
dates are like hooks in a closet — the one you need to remember is 
the one your hat is hanging on. Therefore don't try to remember 
all dates, but those only on which important events may be hung 
— such, for example, as 1789, on which you may hang the French 
Revolution; or 1914, on which you may hang the Great War, 
Another such date to remember is 1871. This date is important 
because it marks the end of those dramatic and decisive events 
which we have been studying in the last three chapters. And why 
are these events so important? They are important because they 
were in a sense the culmination of political struggles which had been 
going on for more than half a century. Ever since 1815 the great 
political question in nearly every country of Europe li,ad been the 
old one raised bv the French Revolution : Shall the people be ruled 
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by kings and nobles, or shall they rule themselves through repre- 
sentative assemblies of their own choosing? In 1830 some gains 
were made by the middle classes in France, Belgium, and England. 
In 1848 more was attempted (but nothing gained) in France, Italy, 
Austria, and Germany. Then came the dramatic events of 1859- 
1871, the result of which was the establishment of at least some 
measure of popular government in four of the great European 
countries — France, Italy, Germany, and Austria-Hungary. Re- 
member that ail the closely related events described in the last 
three chapters occurred within twelve years. For convenience, 
hang them all on the date 1871. 

If you had been living in 1871 you would naturally have associated 
certain other great events with those that had recently occurred 
in France, Italy, Germany, and Austria — three events, especially, 
which might have confirmed you in the belief that you were living 
in a time of rapid progress toward political liberty and human free- 
dom. These three events were: (i) the American Civil War 
(i86i.“'i 865) ; (2) the emancipation of the serfs in Russia (1861) ; 
(3) the Reform Bill of 1867 in England. 

The first of these events we shall not describe. It is necessary 
only to remember that it ended in the preservation of national unity 
and the abolition of slavery in the United States. People living 
at the time naturally associated the American Civil War with the 
Italian wars of independence and the German wars of unification. 
In their minds all these wars were victories for human liberty and 
the principle of nationalism. The other two events which you 
shoukl associate with this date are concerned with the progress of 
liberal government in Russia and the British Empire. The present 
chapter will deal more fully with these. 

1. Libeial Reform in Russia, 1855-1881 

How the tsar, Alexander II, freed the serfs, 1861. In 1855, when 
Alexander II became tsar, the Russian people still lived under 
institutions much like those of. France in the time of Louis XIV. 
The tsar ruled as an autocrat, by divine right,'’ supported by 
privileged nobles and a state church. — the Orthodox, Greek Church. 
Anyone who criticized the government or the church was, likely to 
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Russian Peasant Life 


This shows a typical peasant cottage of the nineteenth century, built of logs and 
covered with thatch. The barn and cowshed are attached to the house. 


be sent to prison or exiled to Siberia. The great mass of the people^ 
some fifty million peasant farmers, were serfs bound to the soil and 
subject to the nobles on whose estates they lived. 

But since 1815 many Russians, inspired by ideas of “ Liberty, 
Equality, Fraternity,” had become dissatisfied with this state of 
affairs. They began to talk of “ reform,” and even of “ revolu- 
tion.” Secret societies were formed, literary magazines founded, 
and books from abroad smuggled in and circulated. The leaders 
of the movement included nobles, lawyers, teachers, and officers in 
the army. During the reign of Alexander’s father, Nicholas I 
(1825-1855), it was still dangerous to talk of “ reform.” In 1834 
a brilliant young man, Alexander Hertzen, was arrested for being 
present where songs uncomplimentary to the tsar were sung. 
Later he was banished to Novgorod for criticizing a policeman. 
In 1847 he left Russia and the next year went to Paris to take part 
in the Revolution of 1848. For many years he lived in London, 
where he wrote works in denunciation of the Russian system/ of 
government and society. ' After the death of Nicholas in 1855 his 
works were smuggled into Russia and had a great influence in 
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promoting the reform movement, Hertzen’s Memoirs give an 
excellent account of the conditions in Russia. But Hertzen was 
only one of many who worked for the liberation of Russia. 

One object of the reformers was the abolition of serfdom. Hert- 
zeii himself wrote against serfdom, which he denounced as a kind of 

baptized property/’ The great Russian writer, Turgenev, who 
also lived abroad, wrote Recollections of a Sportsmun, in which the 
misery of the peasants and the brutality of their masters are graph- 
ically portrayed. In those years opposition to serfdom spread in 
Russia, as opposition to slavery spread in the United States. 
Uncle Tonis Cahin, which made so many people pity the negro 
slaves, circulated in Russia and made people pity the peasant serf. 
Sympathy for the serf was part of the humanitarian ” movement 
of the time. 

Wdieii Alexander became tsar in 1855 he felt that something must 
be done about serfdom. The peasants themselves, returning from 
the disastrous Crimean War, started insurrections in many parts 
of the country. wSo the tsar said : We live in such an age that in 
time emancipation must come about. ... It is better for it to 
come from above than from below.” Accordingly, after much dis- 
cussion, Alexander issued the Edict of Emancipation (1861). The 
peasants ceased to be bound to the soil and w^re freed from the 
personal control of the nobles. The most dijfficult question was 
what to do with the land. The nobles wanted it all. But the 
peasants wanted their farms freed from all rents and services to 
the nobles, A compromise was therefore arranged. The nobles 
kept some of the land, and the peasants were given some. But 
the nobles, in return for giving up the rents and services formerly 
paid by the peasants, were paid certain sums of money by the 
government ; and then the government got its money back, prin- 
cipal and interest, by requiring the peasants to pay annual taxes 
for forty-nine years. At the end of that time the peasants would 
not only be personally free men but would owm their farms, free 
from rents and services to the nobles. 

The arrangement did not wholly satisfy either party. The 
nobles complained because they were not paid enough ; the peas- 
ants, because they had to pay too much. Many nobles, not used to 
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handling large sums of money, squandered what they received and 
were worse off than before. As one noble said, Formerly we 
kept no accounts and drank champagne; now we keep accounts 
and drink beer.” Thrifty peasants prospered and bought more 
land. Lazy or unfortunate ones got into debt, lost their farms, 
and drifted to the cities to join the poverty-stricken classes there. 
In spite of all, the peasants gained what most men desire more than 
anything else — personal freedom. 

How Alexander nearly granted a constitution, and why he was 
prevented, i88i. Another object of many of the reformers was 
political liberty. They admired the political systems of England, 
Belgium, and France. “ Russia,” they said, will never play her 
part in advancing European civilization until she adopts the liberal 
institutions that have made England and France the leading states 
of Europe.” They urged the tsar to permit freedom of speech and 
of religion, to establish local governments controlled by the people, 
and to grant a national legislature composed of elected represent- 
atives. These reformers were called Westerners ” or Liberals. 
Opposed to them were the “ Slavophiles ” or Nationalists. Rus- 
sia,” the Slavophiles said, “ will never become great by imitating 
other people. Russia is Russia, a peculiar nation which will do 
her part in civilization only by developing her own peculiar insti- 
tutions.” The program of the Slavophiles was a little vague. In 
fact they had no program. To the Slavophile party belonged such 
men as Dostoievski and Tolstoy, passionate lovers of mankind, who 
had little faith in the power of laws to make men good ; while to 
the Western or Liberal party belonged such men, for example, as 
Hertzen. and Turgenev — lo^^ers of mankind too, but convinced 
that political liberty was the first essential step to the regeneration 
of Russia, 

The tsar refused to grant a national constitution , but the eman- 
cipation of the serfs, which freed the peasants from the discipline 
of the nobles, made some change in local government necessary. 
So, after i86i two sorts of local institutions were established, 
(i). For the administration of justice, local courts were created, 
modeled somewhat on the English system and pioviding for jury 
trial in, criminal cases. ( 2 ) For other matters — such as the man- 
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Russian Peasant House and Barns in the Province of Moscow 

agement of poor relief, schools, prisons, and hospitals — local 
assemblies were established : {a) district assemblies, elected by 
the nobles, city people, and peasants, and {h) provincial assemblies, 
composed of representatives elected by the district assemblies. 

To the Liberals, Russia seemed now about to enter a new era of 
political freedom. But their hopes were soon dashed. The new 
local institutions worked badly. OfEcials proved ignorant and 
corrupt, and there were bitter quarrels between the nobles and the 
city people and between the nobles and the peasants. To make 
matters worse, in 1863 the people of Russian Poland rose in insur- 
rection demanding national independence.^’ The Slavophiles 
were able to say: We told you so! This is what comes of 
Ixirrowing the institutions of othe% countries — confusion and 
anarchy and the dismemberment of Russia! ” So the timid tsar 
changed his mind about reform, and after the Polish Revolution 
was suppressed the local reforms and liberties were to. a great 
extent withdrawn. 

The result was that after 1870 the reform movement in Russia 
changed its character. Old-fashioned Liberals became discouraged. 
Many young men became indifferent, '' Our fathers,” they said, 
“had a childish faith in * Liberty, Equality, Fraternity but as 
for us, wt have faith In nothing.”" This. difference between the old 
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and the new generation is the theme of Turgenev’s novels Fathers 
and Sons, and it was he who coined the word Nihilisis, The 
younger people were Nihilists beciuse they scoffed at everything 
and had faith in nothing (nihil). But not all young men were 
Nihilists. Many of them said that the reforms had failed because 
of the ignorance of the peasants. They said, We must go among 
the peasants as missionaries, teaching them.” So a great many of 
these devoted young men and women, disguising themselves by 
wearing old clothes and tarring their hands, went to work with the 
peasants, hoping to spread among them the revolutionary doctrines 
of Proudhon and Bakunin (see p. 536). But they found the peas- 
ants stolid and immovable, and soon gave up. Most of them 
joined a third group of reformers who called themselves Terror- 
ists.” The Terrorists said, in effect: Everything has been tried 
in vain — argument, persuasion, education of the peasants. wSince 
mild measures fail, we must strike terror into the hearts of the 
oppressors. We will throw bombs until every official, from the 
tsar down, realizes that his life is in constant danger. When they 
give us the liberty we demand we will no longer resort to 
violence. ” 

Between 1879 and 1881 many officials were assassinated, and 
three attempts were made to kill the tsar. Once more the tsar 
changed his mind. Upon the advice of his minister, Loris-Meli- 
koff, he had prepared a document which promised certain reforms 
in the government. March 13, 1881, Alexander signed the order 
for the publication of his promise ; but on the afternoon of the same 
day, as the tsar w^as returning from a drive, he was killed by a bomb 
thrown under his carriage. 

, The result of this act was different from wdiat the Terrorists 
hoped. Russia was terrorized indeed. The new tsar, Alexander 
III, withdrew the promise of liberal reforms, and for the next 
twenty-five years a policy of “ tsarist repression ” prevailed, such 
as Russia had not knowm since the time of .Nicholas I. Conse- 
quently, in the eyes of the world the failure of liberal political 
reform in Russia was charged- to the' Terrorists. The martyred 
Alexander was known as the “ Tsar Liberator,” and, h.is reign ivas 
counted as a step forward in the progress of human freedom. 
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II. Democratic Political Reform in England, 1867-1885 

How the “ spirit of the times ” induced the English people to 
take another cautious step towards democracy. In 1832, as we 
have already seen (p. 333), a kind of revolution occurred in England, 
the result of which was to extend political power to the w^ealthy 
middle classes. Besides the Reform Bill, the English Parliament 
passed many other laws, before and after 1832, abolishing abuses 
or modifying old customs. The barbarous criminal code was 
reformed (1821). Certain restrictions on the rights of Catholics 
were removed (Catholic Emancipation Acty i82g). Slavery was 
abolished in the colonies (1833). The first of the Factory Acts, 
designed to protect workers in industries, and better laws for the 
relief of the poor, were enacted (1833). The outw^'orn and corrupt 
government of the cities was reformed (1835). 

Meantime, the working classes were not at all satisfied with the 
Reform Bill of 1832, which they had helped to force through Parlia- 
ment but which conferred no political privileges on them. From 
1838 to 1848 they therefore kept up a continuous agitation for 
further reform of Parliament. In what was known as the “ People’s 
Charter” (see p. 334), they demanded the following reforms: 
(i) annual parliaments; (2) manhood suffrage;. (3) vote by 
ballot; (4) equal electoral districts; (5) removal of property 
qualification for members of Parliament ; (6) payment of members 
of Parliament. 

These famous six points of the charter were all designed to give 
the poor man equal political rights with the rich. The Chartist 
niovenient ” reached a kind of climax in 1848, at the tim,e of the 
revolution in Paris. A petition to Parliament was prepared, sup- 
posed to have been, signed by five million people, and April 10 was 
set. as the day for a great parade and the presentation of the peti- 
tion. To prevent riots, the government gathered troops in London 
under the lead of the aged Duke of Wellington. On the ap- 
pointed day a heavy rain dampened the enthusiasm of the Chartists, 
the parade fizzled out, and the monster petition — loaded into five 
cabs to be carried to Parliament — ivas found to contain no more 
than two million signatures, many of them fictitious. 
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For ten years after the fiasco of 1848 the Chartist movement 
declined; but in the decade from i860 to 1870, though the name 

Chartism was not used, the question of parliamentary reform 
again became a live one. Hitherto neither of the two dominant 
parties had been willing to grant any extension of the suffrage to 
the mass of the people. Both parties — Whig (now calling them- 
selves Liberal) and Tory (now calling themselves Conservative) — 
were supported by the upper classes, who were well satisfied with 
the privileges which they possessed and wished not to share them 
with the working classes in country and town. But about 1865 
certain leaders in the Liberal and Conservative parties felt that 
the demand for further parliamentary reform could no longer be 
entirely ignored. 

One reason for this was the vague but sometimes very powerful 
influence called the “ spirit of the times.’’ All the great events of 
the ten years from i860 to 1870 seemed to show that Europe was 
“ going democratic.” In Italy, Germany, and Austria, hitherto 
the centers of reaction, the people were winning at least some 
degree of political liberty. , Even in the France of the Emperor 
Napoleon III the mass of the people could vote for representatives 
in the Assembly. The people of England could ask, and did ask : 

Shall England, always regarded as the home of political liberty, 
lag behind in the general advance towards democratic govern- 
ment? ” 

One very important evidence of the spirit of the times was the 
outcome of the American Civil War. English laborers were 
directly affected by the Civil War. When the southern ports 
were blockaded, the supply of cotton was cut off' and thousands of 
laborers in English cotton mills were thrown out of w’ork. The 
suffering which they endured with much patience and self- 
restraint won them widespread sympathy and contributed to the 
feeling that their demands for political rights should be granted. 

In addition to that, the outcome of the Civil War helped to con- 
vince the English people that democracy was the coming form, of 
gove,rnment and that they might as well make the liest of it. Gen- 
erally speaking, the conservative ■ ruling classes, whether Whig 
or Tory, hoped that th,e South would win the war ; the laborers 
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hoped the North would win. John Bright, a popular leader and 
a powerful orator, told the laborers why the privileged classes 
wanted the South to win : 

Privilege thinks it has a great interest in the American contest, 
and every morning, with blatant voice, it comes into our streets 
and curses the American Republic. Privilege has beheld an afflict- 
ing spectacle for many years past. It has beheld thirty millions 
of men happy and prosperous, without emperors, wdthout kings, 
without nobles — except such as are made by eminence in in- 
tellect and virtue, without state bishops and state priests — those 
vendors of the love that works salvation, without great armies 
and great navies, without a great debt and great taxes ; and Privilege 
has shuddered at what might happen to old Europe if this great ex- 
periment should succeed. 

No doubt this was oratorical exaggeration, but there was much 
truth in it for all that. Conservative journals, such as the Morning 
Fosl and the Edinburgh Review^ said very frankly that if the North 
won the Civil War, “ Democracy wdll have won its greatest victory 
since the world begand^ They admitted frankly that they hoped 
the North would not win, because if it did it would be very difficult, 
if not impossible, to resist the demand for democracy in England. 

Thus the spirit of the times was working for a more democratic 
government in the world. Moreover as it happened, during these 
years there came to the front in English politics two able men who 
were aware of the spirit of the times and decided to make use of 
it for the advantage of their respective parties. These men were 
Benjamin Disraeli, leader of the Tory party, and William E. Glad- 
stone, leader of the Whig party. 

Disraeli and Gladstone : Two great men who had little in com- 
mon except their devotion to England and their dislike of each 
other. Benjamin Disraeli was one of the most striking personalities 
of the nineteenth century. His father, Isaac, a rich and cultivated 
Jew, was the author qI Curiosities of Literature book widely 
read in its day. The young Benjamin educated himself by asso- 
ciating with the scholars, and men of letters who frequented his 
father's house and by reading whatever he found interesting in 
his father’s well-stocked library. For many years he was knowm 
chiefly as a writer of books and as a picturesque, society character. 
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He began his career at the age of twenty-one by piibiishing a novel 
— Vivian Grey (1826). He attracted attention by appearing at 
dinners wearing green- velvet trousers, low shoes adorned with silver 
buckles, sleeves fringed with fine lace, and hair ostentatiously and 
foppishly done in long ringlets. His conversation, unless he per- 
versely chose to be conspicuously 
silent, was as brilliant as his costume. 

People were alternately puzzled, de- 
lighted, and infuriated by the aptness 
of his caustic wit, the cryptic and 
double-edged quality of his paradoxes. 

In 1837 this social dandy and man 
of letters entered Parliament. It was 
supposed to be but another of his 
eccentricities. His first speech, elabo- 
rately rhetorical and delivered with 
the mannerism of an actor, was re- 
ceived with jeers and laughter. He 
ended by saying, “ I sit down now, 
but the time will come when you will 
hear me.” The prophecy seemed as 
preposterous as it was conceited. A 
Jew, a man of letters, a wit, a noto- 
rious dandy given to green-velvet 
trousers and delighting in Oriental 
rhetoric — who indeed could picture 
such a fellow commanding the serious 
attention of the prosaic and easily bored men who sat on the 
benches of the House of Commons with hats pulled down over their 
eyes? Nevertheless that miracle happened. By 1867 Disraeli was 
recognized as the outstanding leader of the Conservative party. 

About the same time , another able man, Wiliiani Ewart Glad- 
stone, had come to be recognized as the leader of the Liberal party. 
Gladstone was as unlike Disraeli as one great statesman could well 
be unlike another.. He was the son of a Scotch merchant-prince 
of Liverpool ^ He was educated in schools designed for the, sons of 
gentlemen — Eton , and Oxford. He early attracted attention, 



From a sketch in Fraser s Mag^ 
azine. Note the sandals, lace 
CU0S, curls, rinirs, and watch 
chain of the complete dandy. 
The letters on tlic mantel are 
from his admirers. 
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not by doing or saying unaccustomed things, but by doing and 
saying what people expected him to do and say, better than they 
expected he would. In his dress, his manners, and his ideas, he 
followed the conventional modes. He was serious, devoutly reli- 
gious, systematically industrious, and gifted with a solid and 
powerful mind which rarely condescended to wit, persiflage, or 

paradox. He wrote much, but al- 
ways on serious subjects seriously 
treated — on religion, on Homer, 
on finance. Finance was a subject 
which his Scotch mind delighted in 
and easily mastered. It was said 
of him that he w^as the only man 
who could make the dull details of 
a financial budget interesting to the 
House of Commons. 

Gladstone at first joined the Tory 
(Conservative) party, and at the 
age of twenty-three entered Par- 
liament (1S32). He was at that 
time opposed to the Reform Bill, 
thinking that “ along with partial 
good ” it would bring “ a melan- 
choly preponderance of mischief.^’ 
He believed that the Bible justified the institution of slavery, 
but he advocated the education and the gradual emancipation 
of slaves in the British colonies. In 1846 he followed his party 
leader, Robert Peel, in abolishing the old system of protective 
tariffs; and during the years that follow^ed adopted, with much 
travail of spirit, so many liberal views that he could no longer 
remain in the Conservative party. He therefore joined the Lib- 
erals, and rapidly rose to be their outstanding leader, Gladstone's 
power over his contemporaries came less from his intellect than 
from his character less from his ideas than from the emotional 
fervor with which he held them and the marvelous felicity with 
which he expounded them. . He was a heaven-born orator. His 
voice was as commanding as his. presence. It is said that fifteen 
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thousand people in the Waverley market at Edinburgh could hear 
him without difficulty. Whether they understood him or not^ 
people listened entranced to the easy flow of his long and com- 
plicated sentences, to the rhythmical rise and fall of his singularly 
flexible and melodious voice. 

Thus these two men, Disraeli and Gladstone, confronted each 
other as the leaders of their respective parties. From 1865 to 
the death of Disraeli in 1881, Eng- 
lish politics was a dramatic duel 
between these different and hostile 
personalities. Different as they 
were, neither had much faith in the 
capacity of the people to govern 
themselves. Yet one of the first 
notable results of their bitter 
rivalry was that through their joint 
efforts the government of England 
was made more democratic. 

The Reform Bill of 1867: How 
Disraeli took “ a leap in the dark,’^ 
and how Gladstone profited by it. 

According to the Reform Bill of 
1832, the right to vote in the cities 
was limited to ten-pound house- 
holders ’’ — persons owning or oc- 
cupying houses worth ten pounds 
a year ($50). In 1866 Gladstone 
proposed to extend this right to 
“ seven-pound householders.” Even so moderate a reform w?as 
opposed by many Liberals on principle. Gladstone's bill was there- 
fore defeated by a combination of Conservatives and Liberals. 
The Liberal m:inistry resigned, and a new Conservative ministry 
was formed under Lord Derby as prime minister, with Disraeli as 
leader in the House of Commons. 

The defeat of Gladstone’s bill, much to the surprise of everyone, 
aroused great popular excitement. In his last speech Gladstone 
coined the phrase which became a party slogan: “You ■cannot 
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fight against tlie future ; time is on our side.^’ The agitation was 
greatest in the cities. John Bright, the idol of the workers, em- 
ployed his eloquence to stir the people to action. He reminded 
them that in 1832 their fathers had used force to get the great 
Reform Bill passed, and he hinted that they might do as miidh 
now: 

You know what your fathers did thirty-four years ago, and you 
know the result. The men who, in every speech they utter, insult 
the workingmen, describing them as a multitude given up to igno 
ranee and vice, will be the first to yield when the popular will is 
loudly and resolutely expressed. If Parliament Street, from Char- 
ing Cross to the venerable Abbey, were filled wdth men seeking a 
reform bill, these slanderers of their councry would learn to be civil, 
if they did not learn to love freedom. 

A National Reform League w^as formed, and arrangements w^ere 
made for a great public meeting to be held in Hyde Park. To 
prevent the meeting, the government had the park gates locked — 
an act which defeated its owm purpose, since it only confirmed the 
popular belief that reform w^as necessary. The enraged people 
broke down the heavy iron railings, sw^armed into the park, and 
held their meeting in spite of locked gates and government orders. 

Parliamentary reform thus became once more the order of the 
day. Disraeli and many Conservatives realized that they could 
not hold office long unless concessions were made. Lord Derby, 
the prime minister, therefore decided to bring in another reform bill. 
Lord Derby himself did not like the idea very much. He described 
the proposal to extend the suffrage to the people as taking a leap 
in the dark.’’ The famous historian and man of letters, Thomas 
Carlyle, called it shooting Niagara,” Many Conservatives 
reconciled themselves to it by saying that by granting reform 
themselves they would at least have the advantage of dishing 
the Whigs ” — stealing the thunder of the Liberals. The new bill, 
a moderate one, was introduced into the House of Commons by 
Disraeli. Moderate as it was, it soon appeared that no majority 
could easily be obtained for it. . The Liberals opposed ' it because . it 
was a Conservative measure,' and many Conservatives opposed it 
in spite of that fact. Rather than suffer defeat, Disraeli there- 
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fore accepted many amendments offered by Gladstone. In 1867 
the bill was finally carried by the Conservative ministry^ but as 
amended it was as much Gladstone’s bill as it was Disraeli^. 

The Reform Bill of 1867 was therefore the joint work of the two 
enemies, Disraeli and Gladstone. Its provisions were as follows : 
(i) Some small boroughs lost their representation in Parliament, 
and some large cities were given added representation. (2) The 
right to vote was given to many tenant farmers in the country. 
(3) In the cities the right to vote was given (a) to all househoiders, 
no matter what the value of their houses, and {b) to men living in 
lodgings worth ten pounds a year. 

The new law extended the right to vote to a million men, chiefly 
in the cities, thus doubling the electorate. It did not establish the 
universal manhood suffrage demanded by. the People’s Charter, 
but it was a most important step in that direction. Both of the old 
parties now recognized that political privileges could no longer be 
confined to the wealthy few, but must inevitably be extended, for 
good or for evil, to the many poor. 

Disraeli no doubt hoped that the workers who were tbus granted 
the right to vote would, in common decency, vote for the party 
which conferred that right upon them. If so, he was disappointed. 
The first election (1868) under the new law resulted in a sweeping 
victory for the Liberals, and Gladstone became prime minister with 
a larger majority in the House of Commons than any prime min- 
ister had had since 1832. 

The reform bills of 1884-1885: How the English people took 
another step in the direction of democratic government. During 
the first Gladstone ministry (1868-1874) many reforms were 
enacted, but chiefly in connection with Ireland (see p. 487). In 
respect to parliamentary reform one measure only was enacted. 
This was the adoption of the secret ballot in 1872. But in his 
second ministry (1880-1885) Gladstone carried through Parliament 
the reform bills of 1884 and 1885. 

The first of these had to do with the suffrage. The Reform Bill 
of 1867 had extended the suffrage to the poor people, chiefly those 
in the cities. The Reform Bill of 1884 provided that the same 
'‘household'' suffrage should be established in the counties as 
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already existed in the cities — that is, every person who owned or 
occupied a house, or part of a house used as a separate lodging, was 
given the right to vote. Thus the laborers in the country were 
given the same right of voting as that already enjoyed by the poor 
people in the cities. 

The Reform Bill of 1S85 had to do with representation. People 
may have equality in respect to the right of voting for representa- 
tives but still lack equality in respect to the number of representa- 
tives they may elect. Before 1885 this had been notably so in 
England. Most boroughs had two representatives in Parliament, 
no matter whether they had few or many inhabitants. One of the 
six points of the People’s Charter had demanded equal election 
districts.” The idea was that if Manchester, for example, had 
five times as many inhabitants as some other borough, it ought 
to have five times as many representatives in Parliament. The 
Reform, Bill of 1885 was based on this democratic principle. It 
divided the country into new election districts, so that each district 
would have about fifty thousand inhabitants and would choose one 
member of Parliament. The effect of the law \vas to give populous 
cities and counties a greater number of representatives than they 
had formerly had. The county of Lancaster, for example, had 
formerly chosen only eight members of the House of Commons. 
Under the new law of 1885 it chose twenty- three members. 

Thus in this second period of Parliamentary reform (1867-1885) 
political privileges were extended to the mass of the people. Some 
men --"and all women — were still excluded from the right of 
voting. But by 1885 England was at least committed to the prin- 
ciple that the people as a whole, and not merely the upper classes 
of wealth and education, were to share in the privileges of govern- 
ment. 

Meantime, during the last three-quarters of the nineteenth cen- 
tury, while the government of England . itself w^as becoming more 
democratic, tlie right of national self-government w^as being con- 
ceded to some of the English colonies — to Canada, Australia, New^ 
Zealand, and South Africa. We must now learn something of that 
process by which the British Empire has become in part a volun- 
tary association of free peoples. 
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III. The Establishment of Self-Government in Some of 
THE British Colonies 

How England lost part of her empire by trying to govern it too 
mucb; The American Revolution, 1775-1783. In the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries England built up a great empire — in 
North America, in India, in the West Indies. At that time states- 
men and economists thought that colonies were valuable posses- 
sions, especially if they could supply the mother country with 
things which the mother country could not herself produce. For 
example, South Carolina and Jamaica were valuable to England 
because they could supply England with cotton and sugar, neither 
of which was raised in England. Without sugar or cotton 
colonies, England ivould have had to buy these commodities from 
foreign countries — the Dutch or the French perhaps — and to 
pay for them by sending money to the French or the Dutch. 

In order that the colonies might benefit the mother country, the 
English government supervised their activities in various ways. 
With few exceptions there was in each of the American colonies 11 
royal governor, appointed by the British government to assist the 
colonial assembly in governing the colony and especially to see that 
no improper laws wxre passed by the assembly. The trade and 
industry of the colonies were strictly regulated by many acts of 
Parliament, known as the Trade and Navigation Acts. In genera! 
the Trade and Navigation Acts prohibited the colonies from buying 
or selling many things in foreign countries. For the most part tlie 
commodities they exported had to be exported to England or to an 
English colony, while the things they imported had to be imported 
from England or an English colony. 

In 1765 the British government levied a stamp tax in the colo- 
nies. Then came the famous quarrel that led to the American Rev- 
olution. The dispute concerned the rights of the colonies. The 
British government claimed that the colonies had only such rights 
as Parliament might be willing to give them. The colonies claimed 
that they possessed' certain rights, derived either from their 
ancient charters or from nature ” (see p. 195), which the British 
Parliament could not legally deprive them of. The real question 


480 


th£ age of political revolution 



English Inn of the Early Ninkteilnth Century 

From an old English print. In front of the inn of the Galloping Horse is a 
watering trough, which a maid is pumping full. 

at issue was a question of self-government. The colonies felt that 
they were quite capable of governing themselves, and that they 
ought to be allowed to decide w^hat was wise or necessary for 
them to do. The British government felt that the colonies w’'ere 
British possessions, and that as long as Great Britain protected the 
colonies from foreign aggression they w^ere in duty bound to submit 
to such laws as Parliament thought wdse or necessary. 

The quarrel lasted ten years (1765-1775). The more the colo- 
nists discussed their rights, the more rights they discovered. The 
hnal and most extreme formulation of colonial rights is to be found 
in the famous Declaration of Independence (1776). The Declara- 
tion t>f Independence was based on a new theory of the British 
Blmpire. According to this theory,,- the empire was composed of 
several nations or 'peoples — the' English people, the Irish 
people, the people in the various colonies. Each, of these groups 
was free and had a natural right to govern itself. They were all 
nevertheless united by a common, allegiance, to the .king. .In 
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short, the theory of the Declaration of Independence was that the 
British Empire was a voluntary association of free peoples. 

With the aid of France the colonies won their independence 
(1783) and later established the United States of America under 
our present constitution (1787). Thus by trying to govern the 
colonies against their will, England lost a valuable part of her em- 
pire. What effect did this experience have in changing England’s 
method of governing her empire? Not much, if any. For half 
a century, at least, the old method prevailed. But towards the 
middle of the nineteenth century the British government began to 
adopt a more liberal method of colonial government. This change 
was associated with two new ideas w’hich were spreading through 
Europe at that time, one political, the other economic. 

How the two ideas of popular government and free trade helped 
to change the English method of governing her empire. One of 
these two new ideas we are already familiar with. We have already 
seen how, after 1830 especially, most of the European countries, 
including England, adopted popular government. But if self- 
government was good for the people in Europe, why was it not 
good for the people outside Europe? At least it miglit be asked 
why Englishmen in Canada, Australia, and South Africa were not 
as well able to govern themselves as Englishmen in Englan«!. 
Many people said: We lost the American colonies by stupidly 
trying to govern them against their will. There’s no use reficating 
this blunder. If the colonies are fitted for self-government and 
want to govern themselves, the wise thing is to give them what they 
want.” 

The other new idea goes under the name of “ free trade.” Many 
years before, in 1776, Adam Smith had published one of the most 
'Mmous and influential books on economic theory ever written 
The Wealth of Nations. He said that the prosperity of a nation did 
not necessarily depend on a “ favorable balance of trade,” and that 
therefore protective tariffs, were often usually, indeed ha.rm- 
fuL , This idea was taken over by English economists in the early 
nineteenth century — Ricardo, Cairnes, John Stuart Mill. All 
^.ations, they said, would be more prosperous if they would adopt 
the principle of free trade. Each country would then produce the 
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things it could most cheaply produce, and buy of foreign countries 
other things which could be more cheaply produced in those coun- 
tries. The result would be maximum production at minimum cost. 
After 1830 the question of free trade became a practical political 
question. Many restrictions on trade were abandoned and finally, 
in 1846, the famous ^^corn laws’’ (tariffs on the importation of 
•wheat) were abolished. This may be taken as the measure, and 
1846 as the date, which marked England’s adoption of the prin- 
ciple of free trade. 

The theory and practice of free trade were closely connected with 
the theory and practice of governing the colonies. Formerly col- 
onies w^ere thought to be valuable chiefly because their trade could 
be largely confined to the mother countr^^ But if this was a mis- 
take, what then was the value of the colonies? Some people said 
that they had no value and might as well be given up altogether. 
In any case, if the colonies were to be free to trade as they liked, 
there was less need for supervising their government. They might 
as well be left to govern themselves and make their own trade 
regulations, if any. 

Thus in the middle of the nineteenth century the two new ideas 
of popular government and free trade prepared the way for a more 
liberal treatment of colonies. In these years the British govern- 
ment accordingly conceded the right of self-government to its 
English-speaking colonies. 

The self-governing dominions : How England strengthened her 
empire by loosening its bonds. The English rarely change a cus- 
tom or an institution until some practical difficulty forces them to 
do so. Therefore, in spite of the spread of liberal theories of colonial 
government, they made no change in the government of the colonies 
until one of them revolted. This revolt occurred in Canada. 

Canada, originally settled by the French, was acquired by Eng- 
land in the Seven Years’ War (1763), and during the American 
Revolution it remained loyal to the mother country. In 1791 it 
was divided into two provinces Upper Canada (Ontario), and 
Lower Canada (Quebec). These provinces were governed much 
as the American colonies were governed before they won their 
independence. In each province there was an assembly elected. 
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by the people and a royal governor appointed by the British govern- 
ment. In each province the assembly and the governor were 
almost always quarreling. The assembly, supported by the people, 
wanted to govern without interference by the governor. The 
governor, representing the British government, frequently vetoed 
laws passed by the assembly, or issued ordinances on his own au- 
thority. In Lower Canada this quarrel was more bitter than else- 
where because the people were mainly French. Finally, in 1837, 
the French people of Lower Canada, infuriated by certain arbitrary 
acts of the governor, began an armed rebellion in which they w^ere 
promptly joined by some of the English people in Upper Canada. 

The Canadian Rebellion of 1837 was easily crushed by British 
troops, but. afterwards the British government sent Lo.rd Durham 
to Canada to inquire into the grievances of the people and to sug- 
gest methods of redressing them. ■ Lord Durham made an'eiabc).rate 
report which is important because .it marks the begi.iinin.g of a new 
oolicy of .colonial government. In his. report Lord Durham said 
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that the Canadians could very well govern themselves through their 
assemblies, and that they would be more loyal to England if they 
were allowed to do so. He also said that it would be better if all 
the provinces in North American were united in some kind of 
federation. These two suggestions — responsible self-government 
and colonial federation — were afterwards applied, not only to the 
government of Canada but to other English-speaking colonies. 

The Dominion of Canada. In 1840 Upper and Lower Canada 
were united into one province of Canada. In 1848 Lord Elgin, 
the royal governor, adopted the practice of appointing his cabinet of 
ministers from the leaders of the party that had a majority in the 
assembly. The ministers governed as long as their measures were 
supported by the assembly. If their measures were defeated in the 
assembly, they either resigned or called a new election. If the 
people, in the elections, supported the ministers, they remained in 
office ; if not, a new ministry was formed. Thus the same system 
of government was established in Canada that existed in England. 
The royal governor played the same part in the government of 
Canada that the king played in the government of England. He 
was only a nominal ruler. The real ruler was the prime minister, 
supported by the dominant party in the assembly. 

In course of time the various British provinces in North America 
were united in one federation. In 1867 New Brunswick and Nova 
Scotia united with the former province of Canada (Ontario and 
Quebec), in a federation known as the Dominion of Canada. 
Prince Edward^s Island joined the federation in 1873. Meantime, 
as the ivestern country was settled, new provinces were created — 
Manitoba and British Columbia. In 1878 all of the provinces 
(except Newfoundland, which remained an independent colony) 
were included in the federation. Each province had its own govern- 
ment for purely local affairs but no longer had a royal governor. 
There was now only one royal governor for the federation ; . and the 
federation was governed by the federal parliament through a cabinet 
of ministers appointed by the royal governor from the dominant 
party in parliament. 

Thus Canada was given self-government. The British govern- 
ment has nothing to do mth the government of Canada except 
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to manage its relations with foreign countries and to defend it from 
foreign aggression. Otherwise Canada is virtually as independent 
of Great Britain as the United States is, and if it demanded com- 
plete separation from the British Empire it would undoubtedly 
get it. Newfoundland has essentially the same kind of independent 
government as the Dominion of Canada. 

New Zealand and the Commonwealth of Amir alia. The first 
English colony established in Australia was New South Wales 
(1788), which in the nineteenth century developed into a prosperous 
sheep-raising country and in 1855 was given a form of self-govern- 
ment similar to that established in the province of Canada. In 
1851 the southern part of New South Wales was erected into the 
separate province of Victoria, and in 1859 the northern part was 
erected into the separate province of Queensland. Meantime four 
other colonies were founded — Western Australia, Southern Aus- 
tralia, and the island colonies of Tasmania and New^ Zealand. To 
these provinces self-government was also conceded. 

The federation of the Australian provinces was early discussed, 
but long delayed on account of economic differences. New South 
Wales followed England in adopting the policy of free trade, while 
the other provinces favored protective tariffs. But in tlie latter 
part of the century they w^ere led' to unite by a common desire to 
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exclude Chinese immigrants and by a common opposition to German 
colonies recently established in the region. After long discussion 
a federal constitution was drafted and enacted into law by the 
British Parliament. The federation thus created is known as the 
Commonwealth of Australia and includes all of the provinces 
except New Zealand (an island 1200 miles from the continent of 
Australia). The government of the commonwealth is much like 
that of the United States. Each province has a government much 
like the governments of our states. The federal government is 
composed of a Senate and a House of Representatives, very much 
as our federal government is. There is a High Court very similar 
in its functions to our Supreme Court. But the chief executive is 
not a president elected for a period of years. The chief executive 
is a prime minister who holds office, as the prime minister in Eng- 
land does, only so long as his measures are supported by a majority 
in the legislature. 

Thus Australia is a federation enjoying responsible government, 
just as Canada is. New Zealand, like Newfoundland, enjoys 
responsible government but remains outside the federation. 

The Union of South Africa. The southern point of Africa, the 
Cape of Good Hope, was first possessed by the Portuguese but was 
taken from them by the Dutch, and from the Dutch by the English 
(1806) . This region, known as Cape Colony, was settled by a mixed 
population of English and Boers (a race descended from Dutch and 
French settlers). As the English moved in, the Boers moved north 
and east and settled Natal, the Orange Free State, and the Trans- 
vaal. Cape Colony was given self-government in 1872, Natal in 
1893, Towards the middle of the century the Orange Free State 
and the Transvaal were recognized as virtually independent states. 
But friendly relations between the Boers and the English were 
always difficult to maintain, and after the discovery of diamonds 
and gold in South Africa {1867 ; i886), bitter hostilities developed 
whiclx finally led to the Boer War. The result was that the Orange 
Free State and the Transvaal were annexed to the British Empire 
(see p. 619), with a promise that self-government would be con- 
ceded as soon as practicable, ■ This ■ was, done in 1906 and, 1907. 
Two years later (1909) the four provinces of Cape .Colony, Natal, 
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Orange Free State, and the Transvaal were united in a federation 
known as the Union of South Africa. As in. Canada and Australia, 
each province has its own government for local affairs; but the 
federation is ruled by the Union parliament, under a prime minister 
who represents the majority party in the parliament. As it hap- 
pened, the first prime minister of the new federal government was 
General Botha, who but a few years befo.re had led the Boer armies 
in their gallant but losing fight against the British army. 

Thus during the years 1837 to 1909 (the period during which 
democratic government was being established in .European coun- 
tries) a degree of self-government amounting virtually to inde- 
pendence was conceded to those parts of the empire inhabited in 
whole or in part by English-speaking people — Canada, Newfound- 
land, Australia, New Zealand, and South .Africa, After World 
War I, these countries, together with Great Britain, were given a 
new name — the British Commonwmlth of Nations. This is a 
new sort of empire — an empire w'hich is a voluntary association 
of free peoples (the Boers of South Africa would perhaj)S not admit 
this). Will this principle of imperial government l)e extended to 
the rest of Britain's possessions to India for example, with its 
hundreds of millions of non-English people? Only the future can 
answer that question. 

.Meantime ^ another people, nearer home, objected strenuously 
to British rule. These were the Irish. How did they fare in the 
struggle for self-government? 

Ireland and her grievances: How Gladstone gave the MwSh some 
tilings they wanted, but not the chief thing, which was home 
rule.” The story of Ireland is an unhappy one. Conquered by 
Henry VTII in the sixteenth century, it remained until the twentieth 
subject to the alien rule of England. . The English have been un- 
usually successful in governing subject peoples, but the government 
of Ireland must be counted one of their failures. In the nineteenth 
century Irish grievances were therefore man,y, of long standing, 
.and very real. Yet not until the fi.rst ministry of Gladstone 
(1868-1874) was any serious attempt made to redress them. What 
were these. grievances, and what did Gladstone do to redress 
.them? 
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The grievances of Ireland may be treated under three heads; 
(i) religion ; (2) land ; and (3) home rule. 

1. Religion, The religious difficulties arose from the fact that 
the majority of the inhabitants of Ireland were Irish and Catholic, 
while a minority (chiefly in the northern province of Ulster) were 
Protestants of English or Scotch ancestry. The laws imposed on 
Ireland were unjust to the Irish Catholics in two respects. First, 
Catholics were excluded from Parliament, so that the majority of 
the people in Ireland could be represented in Parliament only by 
men of an alien and hostile religion. Second, the Protestant 
(Anglican) Church was established by law in Ireland. This meant 
that the Irish Catholics had to pay taxes to maintain churches 
which they did not attend and to support the Protestant clergy, 
many of whom, having no parishioners in Ireland, lived in England. 
Meantime, the Catholic services were held in dilapidated buildings, 
or in the open, and the priests were as poor as the people they served. 

The first of these grievances was redressed in 1829 by the Catholic 
Emancipation Act. Henceforth Catholics were free to hold office 
and could be elected to Parliament. The second was redressed by 
the first Gladstone ministry in 1868. Gladstone said that there 
were three branches of the Irish upas tree wdiich needed to be 
cut off. One of these was the “ Irish Church — that is, the 
Anglican Church established in Ireland. By a law of 1868 the Irish 
Church was disestablished.” This meant that the Protestant 
Church in Ireland was no longer supported by taxes imposed on the 
people. The church was also partly disendowed.” This meant 
that some of the property of the Irish Church was taken over by 
Parliament and applied to other purposes. Henceforth the Irish 
Catholics were not required to pay taxes for the support of any 
church. The disestablishment of the Irish Church was the only one 
of Gladstone's many Irish reform measures which was entirely 
effective. 

2. Land, The great majority of the Irish were farmers. But 
I the land was not owned by the farmers wdio tilled it. It was owned 
Uor the most part by wealthy landlords, many of whom were Eng- 
Ishmeii who lived in England and rarely visited their Irish estates. 
bn these estates the mass. of the Irish lived and worked as ten- 
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ants/’ Since there were always more men seeking farms tlian there 
were farms, the landlords had a good thing of it. Tiiey could charge 

a high rent, and if the tenant failed to pay the rent prom|.)tly - or 

even if he did pay it promptly — the landlord could evict him at 
will, or at very short notice. To make matters worse, any improve- \ 
meats made by the tenant (such as the building of a barn or a cow- I 
shed) became the property of the landlord, and the tenant, if evicted, 
could claim, no compensation for such improvemenls. The result 
was that the Irish tenant farmers lived in wretched hovels, were 
frequently evicted for non-payment of rent, and had little to eat 
except potatoes. When the potato crop failed there was a famine. 

In famine years, such as 1839 and 1846, thousands of people died 
of starvation; and every year other thousands, in desperation, 
m.igrated to the United States. As a result of sta.r\^atio!i a.nd 
migration, the population of Ireland fell from 8,300,000 in 1845 
to 5,100,000 in 1881. 

To improve the condition of the Irish farmers, Gladstone intro- | 
duced the Land Act of 1870. This law^ provided that the lanrllord | 
could not evict a tenant so long as he 'paid his rent, and that the 
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tenant, if evicted for other reasons than non-payment of rent, should 
be paid for all improvements he had made on the land. The law 

( also provided a method by which the tenants could buy their farms 
from the landlord. The only result of this law was that the land- 
lords raised their rents, and evictions were more frequent than 

before. In his second ministry, Glad- 
stone therefore had Parliament pass 
the Land Act of i88i, which was 
designed to establish fair and fixed 
rents, and deprived the landlords of 
the right to raise them arbitrarily. 
This act did almost as little to im- 
prove matters as the first one. 

The failure of these measures con- 
vinced the Irish that partial reforms 
were useless. They therefore de- 
manded complete home rule. 

3. Home rule. In the eighteenth 
century the Irish had had a parlia- 
ment of their own, at Dublin ; but in 
1801 they were induced to give up 
their own parliament and instead to 
choose representatives to the English 
Parliament. At first the Irish mem- 
bers in the English Parliament had 
supported Gladstone’s early reforms; 
but the failure of the first Land Act 
convinced them that nothing would 
end their troubles except the restoration of the Irish parliament. 
After 1879, under the leadership of a brilliant and aggressive man, 
Charles Stuart Parnell, the Irish party in Parliament and the people 
in Ireland concentrated all their efforts on the attempt to obtain 
home rule. The Irish members of Parliament resorted to obstruc- ■ 
tive tactics, talking endlessly on every question that came up, in 
order to delay the business of. the House. In Ireland the people 
resorted to violence. ■ They tried to intimidate their landlords by, 
mutilating their cattle and burning their houses. ' . Some landlords 



A Pilgrim’s Progress 


From a cartoon by Swain in 
Punchy April 15, 1893, Glad- 
stone is represented as Chris- 
tian passing through the valley 
of Home Rule, between the 
Irish Nationalist bog on the 
one side, and the Ulster Last 
Ditch on the other. Do you 
know from what part of Bun- 
yan’s Pilgrim^s Progress this 
idea was taken? 
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were killed, and in 1882 two English officials were assassinated 
while crossing Phoenix Park in Dublin. 

Under pressure of such tactics Gladstone decided that the wise 
thing to do was to give the Irish what they w'anted. April S, 1886, 
two months after the formation of liis tliird ministry, he therefore 
introduced the first Home Rule bill into Parliament. The bill 
proposed to give Ireland a parliament of its own, w^ith powders 
similar to, although not so extensive as, those enjoyed by the Do- 
minion parliament of Canada. At the same tim,e Gladstone intro- 
duced a new “ land bill providing an elaborate method for the 
purchase of farms by the Irish tenants with the aid of the British 
government. 

The Home Rule bill encountered bitter opposition. Lord Salis- 
bury, the Conservative leader, said that the Irish were incapable 
of self-governmeni: and that they were so hostile to England and tlie 
British Empire that it would be unsafe to give them iionui rule in 
any case. John Bright, a Liberal humamtariaii w^ho had warmly 
supported Irish reform, objected to the measure because iincler 
home rule the Irish Catholic majority would dominate and oppress 
the Protestant minority. Even among Liberals the opposition 
was so strong that ninety-three members of the party refused to 
support their leader and voted with the Conservatives. The bill 
was therefore defeated, and Gladstone resigned after having been 
in office less than six months. 

Gladstone was nevertheless more than ever convinced that home 
rule was the only solution of the Irish, problem. Six years later, 
when the Liberals w^ere once more returned to power, the Grand 
Old Man ” formed his fourth ministry. In 1893 he introduced the 
second Home Rule bill It was the old story over again. The 
debates w^ere more notable for epithets than for arguments, and 
on one occasion certain members of Parliament engaged in fisticuffs 
on the floor of the House. The bill w’as finally carried in the Com- 
mons, but only by a small majority of thirty-four \'otes ; and it w^as 
immediately rejected by the Lords. Divided and weakened, the 
Liberals retired from power in 1895, and for ten years England was 
governed by the Conservative party. Not until after the Great 
War did Ireland finally obtain- home rule {see p. 765). 
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Why Part III ends with this chapter. In 1831, immediately fol- 
lowing the July Revolution in France, Alexis de Tocqueville, a 
young Frencliinan, visited the United States. In 1835 he published 
a book that made him famous — Democracy in America. His pur- 
pose in visiting the United States, he tells us, was to observe democ- 
rac}’ at first hand in the country where it was most firmly estab- 
lished, ill order to learn what ‘'^ Europe has to fear or to hope for 
from its progress.” His observations in the United States only 
confirmed him in the belief that the great French Revolution of 1 789 
had started a movement towards democratic government which 
could not be repressed; and he predicted that in no great time 
democracy, whether upper-class people liked it or not, would be the 
prevailing form of government in the Western world. 

Within less than a hundred years after the French Revolution, 
Be Tocqueville’s prediction had virtually come true. With the 
adoption of a democratic suffrage in England, nearly every country 
in Europe had a form of government which in theory admitted the 
right of popular self-government and in practice gave to the mass 
of the people at least some share in electing their rulers. In Part III 
we have traced the Iiistory of the political revolution by which 
absolute monarchy disappeared in Europe and was replaced by 
some form or other of popular government. By 1871, or at latest 
by 1885, revolution was, if not completed, at least assured of 
success. That is why, with this chapter, we shall close Part III, 
which we have called the Age of Political Revolution. 

Meantime, another revolution, beginning long before 1871 but 
having its most important effects after that date, was occurring. 
This is called the Industrial Revolution. It will be the subject of 
Part IV. 


QUESTIONS 

I. .What great events between i860 and 1871 contributed to the 
progress of hum,an freedom and popular government? What resem- 
blance is there betw'een the American Civil War and the wars in Italy 
and Germany about the same time? 

4 2. How' was Russia governed at the time of the accession of Alexander 
II? Describe the rise of the reform movement in Russia. How did the 
Western or Liberal party differ from tbe^ Slavophile or Nationalist party ? 


CHART FOR CHAPTER XV. Showing the movement towarde personal freedom and 

democratic government. 
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How were the serfs emancipated in Russia? What other reforms were 
adopted in Russia between i86i and i88i? 

3. What was the People’s Charter? the Chartist movement? Why 
did the question of Parliamentary reform revive in England after i860? 
Contrast Gladstone and Disraeli as to personal appearance, character- 
istics, etc. Describe the circumstances leading to the passing of the 
Reform Bill of 1867. What was accomplished by this law ? What were 
the provisions of the reform bills of 1884-1885? 

4. What were the chief countries within the British Empire in 1775? 
What disputes led to the American Revolution? What theory of the 
British Empire was put forth by the revolting colonies? What was the 
cause of the Canadian Rebellion of 1837? Why were the English more 
favorable to free government for the colonies in 1837 than they were in 
1775? What was the importance of Lord Durham’s report on Canada? 
Tell all you can about the formation (i) of the federation known as the 
Dominion of Canada ; (2) of the Commonwealth of Australia ; (3) of the 
Union of South Africa. What powers has the British government over 
the self-governing dominions? Whre the}^ obliged to support Great 
Britain in the Great War, or was their support voluntary? How does 
the government of Australia resemble that of the United States ? How 
does it resemble that of Great Britain ? 

5. What were the chief grievances of Ireland in the nineteenth 
century? What was the “Irish Church” and why did the Irish object 
to it? When was it disestablished? Describe the situation of the 
Irish tenant farmers in the middle of the nineteenth century. What 
effect did the Irish famines have on the United States ? What did Glad- 
stone do to improve the condition of the Irish tenant farmers? What 
was the Home Rule movement ? What were the Gladstone Home Rule 
bills? Why did they fail to pass? 
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LARGE FACTS TO REMEMBER ABO0T PART HI 

1. New ideas in ike eighteenth century. The ‘‘philosophers” prepare 
the way for the French Revolution. 

2. The French Revolution, lySg-iyg^. Destroys government by 
king and nobles. Establishes equality before the law, and government 
by the people. 

3. Napoleon, lygg-iSij. Organizes and maintains the revolutionary 
changes m French institutions. Establishes Pluropean empire. 

4. Temporary reaction, iSiy-iSzy. Settlement of Europe at the 
Congress of Vienna. Concert of Europe tries to repress liberal ideas. 

5. Revival of revolutions in behalf of ^HJberty, Fquaiiiy, FralerHityf^ 
1830-1848. Middie-class liberal governments establishe<l in France, 
Belgium, and England, 1830-1832. Grand upheaval of 1848. I'empo- 
rary success, ending in complete failure. 

6. National and democratic reorganization, iSjg-iSSy. Italian uni- 
fication under Cavour, German unity under Bismarck . Reorganization 
of Austrian Empire. Third I' rench Republic. Liberal reforms in Russia. 
Democratic suffrage in England. Self-government extended to some of 
the British colonies. 
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Awerimn Blower Corporation 

Turning the Eve of Reseaech on the Problems of Ineustry 


PART IV 

THE AGE OF INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 

In which a pertinent question is asked and briefly answered. 
The great prophets of democratic government, such as Mazzini, 
believed that when the people were allowed to govern ibeinselves 
everything would be well — poverty would disappear, justice wcmld 
reign, and nations would dwell together in peace and harniony. 
The establishment of democratic government in Europe did not 
bring about this happy state. On the contrary, during the fifty 
years following the establishment of democratic government in 
Europe, the conflict between rich and poor was even more intense 
than before. The nations, instead of dwelling together in harmony, 
hastened to enlarge their armies and navies, engaged in a com[)e!i'‘ 
tion for the control of “backward countries,” became vvvry year 
more jealous and suspicious of each other, and at last pliingid the 
European world into the most desperate, the most widespread, and 
the most disastrous war ever known. 

Why? Why was it that the establishment of democratic govern- 
ment in Europe, belying the hopes of its pro{)hets, failed to bring 
about peace and goodwill, either within or between the nations? 
This is the pertinent question which we haA’e to ask. 

Many attempts have been made to answer this question. Some 
have said : “The so-called democratic governments wt*re m,)! really 
democratic.” Others have said: “It was a iiiistake lo suppose 
that democratic government would bring about peace an«l giHui 
will.” Still others have said : Government has nothing to do with 
it; it is the nature of men to fight, and they will do so under any 
form of government.” These answers are all interesting, but if wt* 
ask History to tell us which is the true one, she only looks Sphinx- 
like and says nothing. History tells us what, but if we ask her 
why, she can answer only by giving us more of the whai. Historians 
can therefore answer the question why only by saying that some- 

■407 
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tiling happened which the prophets of democratic government could 
not foresee — something which democratic government was not well 
suited to deal with successfully. 

What was this something that happened? The answer is to be 
found in Part IV. Briefly, this is w^hat happened : A great eco- 
nomic and industrial revolution, the beginnings of which may be 
traced back to the eighteenth century and beyond, was rapidly 
accomplished in the latter half of the nineteenth century. As a 
result of this revolution the old ways of life — vrays of living and 
making a living ; ways of learning and of gaining experience of life ; 
habits of thought and of conduct — were rapidly and profoundly 
changed. In every country in which the Industrial Revolution 
occurred, economic and social problems arose in such a bewildering 
variety of new’ forms that neither the people nor the law-makers 
whom the people chose to represent them were competent to deal 
with them successfully. That is to say, during the fifty years fol- 
lowing the establishment of democratic government in Europe the 
conditions of life changed so rapidly that people could not adjust 
themselves to the new conditions without stress and conflict. 

In Part IV we shall learn something about this Industrial Revo- 
lution and about the conflicts that it engendered — social conflicts 
within the nations and economic conflicts between the nations. 
Now if we inquire as to the primary cause of the Industrial Revo- 
lution which we are about to study, the answer is : science and 
invention, and the rapid multiplication of pow’-er-driven machines. 
First of all, therefore, we must learn something about the coming 
of machines, and how they changed the conditions of life. 



Dredges at Work 
From a sketch by Lepere. 


C HAPTER XVI. THE INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION; HOW 
SCIENCE GAVE MEN MACHINES TO WORK FOR THEM, 
AND HOW THE MACHINES CHANGED THE CONDITIONS UNDER 
TOICH MEN H.VD TO LIVE AND LABOR 

Things are in the saddle and ride mankind, Emerson 

Men have been using machines for a long time. Aristotle said 
that “ man is a political animal/' That is a good definition •— one 
of the best. But man might also be defined as the animal that 
uses machines — or tools, since machines are only complicated tools. 
Of course other , animals (the dog, for example) use tools too, but 
only such as come “ f.o.b." The dog is not fully equipped with 
the extras. He has only the tools that he is born with — claws and 
teeth. If he wishes to store food he can only dig a hole in the 
ground. Man can store food far better because, by attaching to 
his hand artificial tools — saws, hammers, planes, chisels he can 
build a storehouse. If the dog has a grudge, the most he can. do 
is to attack his enemy with teeth and claws. But the intelligent 
man, in dealing with an enemy, is at once more polite and more 
deadly : he uses an. automatic ^ — or a fountain, pen: This suggests 
another definition of man. : llan is the animal that uses artifidal tools. 
Such tools man has been using for a very long time ; and our 
marvelous machines are only the latest stage in the slow and painful 
effort of man to master his world by means of tools. The jack in 
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your automobile kit is only a perfected lever, and the lever has been 
in use since primitive man discovered how to pry up a stone with a 
stick. The pullman car is only a palatial wagon, the wagon is a 
super-cart, and the cart goes back to the time when some ingenious 
fellow invented a wheel, perhaps by cutting a four-inch piece from 
the end of a log. Long before the age of written records man had 
invented the fundamental tools: (i) fire, which made possible the 
art of cooking, the smelting and hardening of metals, and the making 
of bricks, glass, and pottery ; (2) implements and weapons, such as 
the ax, the knife, the plow, the bow and arrow; (3) means of 
conveyance, such as the wheeled cart, the rowboat, and the sail- 
boat ; (4) domesticated animals (a kind of invention and a kind of 
tool), such as dogs, goats, cattle. These achievements were all 
accomplished eight or ten thousand years ago. Without them 
primitive civilization, or any subsequent civilization, including our 
own, would have been quite impossible. 

Why men have infinitely more and better machines now than 
formerly. Although all civilization is based on the use of tools, 
the important thing to note about modern civilization is this: 
Within a hundred and fifty years infinitely more and better tools 
have been invented than were invented in all the preceding cen- 
turies. In the year 1800 no European country had a postal system 
more rapid than that of the ancient Roman Empire. Feur ships 
sailed the Atlantic which could not have been overhauled by a 
Phoenician trireme. The royal highways in France were no better 
were indeed hardly as good — as the Roman roads built seventeen 
centuries before. The farmer still used the wooden plow and the ox 
team. The artisan still made shoes and built furniture with tools 
invented by primitive men. If Julius Caesar had come back in 
1800 to make a new conquest of Gaul, the only thing that need 
really have discouraged him were the muskets and cannon ~~ and 
even these totally new weapons he might have mastered more 
easily than Napoleon could have mastered the weapons used in the 
Great War. Within a short hundred years the external conditions 
of life have been revolutionized by machines and devices which 
multiply a thousandfold the-, power of men, to tnake things, to 
move things, and to communicate inform,atioii. 


SCIENCE GIVES MEN MACHINES 


SOI 


Why this extremely rapid speeding-up of inventions within the 
last two centuries? The answer is: science, which is only another 
name for systematic knowledge of the physical tinwerse. Before the 
eighteenth century there was relatively little knowledge of that 
kindy and little desire for it. For the most part, men regarded the 
natural physical world as a mystery, and as peopled by spirits w^hicli 
might be propitiated but could not be mastered. If someone 
stumbled by accident on a natural force, such as magnetism, he was 
likely to regard it as an enemy to be avoided rather than a friend to 
be cultivated. Previous to the eighteenth century we may say that 
man had an '' inferiority complex ” towards nature. But in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries an inteilectuai revolution 
occurred (see Chapter VII), the result of which was that men 
gradually lost this inferiority complex. They discovered that 
nature might be the friend of man. Nature came then to be 
regarded as something filled with secret forces which might be 
mastered by reason and harnessed in the service of man. The result 
of this changed attitude has been the development, within the last 
hundred and fifty years, of modern science of s.vstematic knowl- 
edge of the physical, chemical, and biological structure of the 
natural world, such as never before existed. 

It is thus scientific knowledge, and especially the deliberate 
intention of increasing it, that has made possible the rapid multi- 
plication of machines during the last century. For the first time in 
history thousands of learned men, working in thoiisancis of labo- 
ratories, in universities and elsewhere, are giving all their lime to 
studying the structure of the physical universe. Modern science 
is a deliberately organized conspiracy to rob Nature of her secrets 
and to pilfer her concealed stores of power. Hence invention and 
discovery no longer come by accident. They do not take us by 
surprise. On the contrary, they are anticipated. We predict 
them. In large measure science has replaced necessity as the 

mother of invention”; .and a far more prolific .mother she .has 
proved to be. 

How the multiplication of machines has changed the conditions 
of life. Perhaps in most respects modern civilization can hardly 
be said to surpass , the ancient -Greeks. Our athletes may slightly 
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surpass in strength and swiftness the performers in the Olympic 
games. But has Tolstoy, or any other modern, excelled Socrates in 
wisdom? What modern philosopher has thought more profoundly 
than Plato or Aristotle? Who has written a more stirring tragedy 
than Euripides, a better comedy than Aristophanes, a more admir- 
able history than Thucydides? What modern statue is more 
beautiful than the Venus de Milo, what building more perfect than 
the Parthenon? Who shall say that Bismarck was a wiser states- 
man than Pericles, or Napoleon a greater military genius than 
Caesar or Alexander ? 

But whether superior or not, modern civilization differs from all 
previous civilizations, and that chiefly in two respects : (i) man has 
more power over things ; (2) things have more power over man. 
This new relation between man and things has done more than 
revolutionize industry ; it has modified and is modifying our habits 
and institutions, and by modifying our habits and institutions it 
has changed and is changing our thinking. Briefly we may say that 
the new relation between men and things is changing our habits 
and thinking by (i) enabling more people to live ; (2) providing 
them with more food, clothing, and luxuries than formerly ; (3) mak- 
ing them live crowded together in cities ; (4) making them more 
dependent upon each other, throughout the world, for the things 
they need ; and (5) making them live and work in a more uniform 
way. We must now consider each of these points in more detail 

How science has enabled more people to live. One of the most 
striking changes during the nineteenth century in Europe was the 
great increase in population. In 16S5 the population of England 
was about 5,000,000. For centuries the increase had been so slight 
that Gregory King, an economist living in the early eighteenth 
century, . estimated that there would not be 11,000,000 people in 
England until the year 2300. But in fact there were 11,000,000 in 
England in 1815. In 1910 there were 36,900,000. Between 1801 
and 1910 the population of France increased from about 25,000,000 
to 39,000,000; during the same period the population in the ter- 
ritories included in the German Empire of, 1871 increased from 
24,000,000 to 65,000,000.' Nothing like this rapid increase had 
ever been known before. . 
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The explanation is not that many more people were born each 
year, but that far fewer died. In England before 1750 there were 
years in which 75 per cent of all children died before they were five 
years old, and thousands of those who escaped the perils of infancy 
were carried off in youth or middle age by the frequent epidemics 
of plague, typhus, smallpox, diphtheria, and like scourges. The 
high death-rate before the nineteenth century was owing chiefly 
to the lack of medical knowledge. People, including physicians, 
knew little or nothing about sanitation, the proper methods of caring 
for young children, or the prevention or cure of disease. We still 
know little enough about the human body and the diseases that it Is 
heir to ; but nearly everything we do know has been discovered 
during the last century and a half. The progress which has been 
made in that time may be illustrated by four crucial discoveries. 

In 1798 Dr. Jenner, an English physician, demonstrated the 
possibility (which had already been suggested by a Frenchman, 
Rabaut-Pommier) of preventing smallpox by vaccination. ”\kicci- 
nation is based upon the fact that the body can be made immune to 
certain poisons. For instance, if you are not accustomed to taking 
strychnine, a large dose will kill you. But if you take a slight dose 
today, and a slightly larger one tomorrow, and go on increasing the 
dose gradually, the body builds up a defense against strychnine. 
When the doctor vaccinates you for smallpox, he really gives you a 
small dose of smallpox ; and by fighting this mild case the body 
builds up a defensive process which prevents it from catching the 
severe form which may be going the rounds in the community. 
Dr. Jenner’s discovery opened up a wide field of experiment and 
discovery — namely, the possibility of making the human body 
immune to certain diseases by injecting into the body a small dose 
of the very poison that causes the disease. 

Such diseases, it is now believed, are likely to be caused by 

germs.^’ The existence of these miserable little creatures was made 
known about the middle of the nineteenth century by Louis Pasteur, 
a French professor of chemistry. Pasteur proved by experiment that 
the fermentation in wine and beer is due, not to “ spontaneous 
^ generation,’:’ but to the presence of minute living organisms — 
bacteria. Pasteur’s discovery was the .foundation of modern 
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bacteriology, and of modern medical science in so far as it is based 
upon the theory that disease is caused by minute living organisms. 
Knowing the cause of a disease often enables us to avoid it, even if it 

For example, typhoid fever is still 
a difficult disease to cure if you 
get it ; but if you drink no water 
nor milk containing typhoid germs, 
you are pretty certain not to get 
typhoid fever. 

Pasteur’s discovery enabled Dr, 
Joseph Lister to lay the founda- 
tions of modern antiseptic surgery. 
In the seventeenth century surgery 
was still a crude and painful kind 
of hack-work. Afterwards, when 
an anaesthetic was given the pa- 
tient to deaden the pain, operations 
were less difficult; but even then 
it was a lucky chance if the patient 
did not die of infection in the 
wound. Lister thought that such 
infection might be caused by bacteria such as Pasteur had dis- 
covered in wine and beer. Was there something that might be 
put into the wound to kill the bacteria? There was — carbolic 
acid, a crude antiseptic but an effective one. Lister afterw^ards 
demonstrated that it was unnecessary to put an antiseptic in the 
wound itself ; that it was quite as effective to sterilize everything 
that touched the open wound — knife, hands, absorbent cotton, 
bandages. Without Lister’s discovery the amazing advances of 
modern surgery would have been impossible. 

It was one thing to know that disease and infection w^ere caused 
by germs ; another to learn something definite about the nature of a 
particular germ that caused a particular disease. In 1876 Robert 
Koch, a German physician, managed to obtain a “ pure culture ” 
of the germ which caused the disease of anthrax — that is, he was 
able to produce the germ in the laboratory in, such a way that he 
could study and experiment with' it. As a result, he soon discove,red 


still remains difficult to cure. 



(g) William Thompson 


Pasteur (iS 2 2-1895) 

By discovering that fermentation 
is caused by bacteria, Pasteur laid 
the foundation of modern medicine. 
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(.c) William Thnmpvan 

Pasteur’s Experimental Farm at Rambouillet, F'rancI': 

The pasteurization of milk to kill bacteria in it is a process developed by 

Pasteur. 

an antitoxin which, injected into the body of the patient, would 
cure the disease by killing the germ. Koch’s disco'\x*rii‘s led to a 
new method of attacking disease — the attempt to disco\i?r sfiecific 
antitoxins for specific diseases. vSuch antitoxins have been dis- 
covered for certain diseases, notably for diphtlieria. At one lime 
Koch thought he had discovered an antitoxin for tubeiTiik'*sis, but 

that was not the case. Some day — soon, we all hope scientists 

may discover effective antitoxins for tuberculosis, meningitis, 
infantile paralysis, and influenza. 

These are only the most striking examples of the progress of 
medical science in the last century. One result of this new knowl- 
edge has been to free the Western world from the terror of great 
scourges — plague, typhus, smallpox, diphtheria, yellow fever, and 
the like. Another result has been to lower the death-rate and 
greatly increase the number of people in the world. To be free of 
terror is certainly a good thing. Wliether it is a good thing to 
have many more people in the world depends — it depends on 
whether they can find the means of living in decency and comfort. 
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Hospital, Middlesex, Early Nineteenth Century 

From an aquatint by Pugin and Rowlandson. The woman at the left is stand- 
ing before the fireplace by which the room was warmed. 

How science and invention made possible an increase in the 
production of wealth. Medical science keeps people from dying, 
but it does not provide them with the means of living. If 150 
million people were to live in England, France, and Germany, where 
formerly only 60 million had lived none too well, there had to be 
a great speeding up of the production of wealth. There was ; and 
just as the increase in population was due to the application of 
science to the prevention and cure of disease, so the increase in 
wealth was due to the application of science and invention to 
agriculture and industry. 

In the eighteenth century, farming was' still carried on much as it 
had been in Roman times. Since then agriculture has been revolu- 
tionized mainly by three things : (i) better adaptation of crops to 
soils; (2) the use of artificial fertilizers;. (3) the use of improved 
machinery. 

If one crop is raised on a given field year after year, the soil soon 
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becomes im,poverish,ed. Formerh^% to prevent this, each tield was 
allowed to “ lie fallow for perhaps one year out of three. But in, 
the nineteenth century it was found that by raising a greater variety 
of crops and changing the crop raised on any given held from year to 
year, the fertility of the soil could be preserved without allowing the . 
field to lie fallow. More important still was the discovery of arti - 1 
ficial fertilizers. Mhat soil needs especially is nitrogen. In iS4q 
and 1855 V^on Liebig, a German scientist, published two books oil 
agricultural chemistry which showed that nitrogen, products sp,reac| 
over the soil would serve as well as natural manures. Since theii 
artificial fertilizers have been increasingly used, with the result of 
(i) increasing the fertility of farm lands, and (2) bringing under 
•cultivation much land that without fertilizers would produce little 
or nothing. Finally, the invention of machinery — steel plows, 
drills, harrows, steam plows, tractors, threshing machines, self- 
binders, hay-loaders, and the like enabled one laborer to do the 
work of many. 

The result of these improvements was already notable by the 
middle of the nineteenth century. For example, in 1849, enough 
wheat was raised in England to feed five million, more people than 
w^ere fed by English wheat in 1811, In general the result of science 
and invention applied to agriculture was (i) to increase the amount 
of land cultivated ; (2) to increase the yield per acre ; (3) to de- 
crease, relatively, the nu.mber of laborers .needed on the farms. 

The revolution in industry was even ra,ore i,mportant than, the 
revolution in' ag,riculture. In the eighteenth century two vital 
changes were introduced into the manufacture of cotton cloth in 
England: (i) the use of im,proved m.achines for spinning and 
weaving ; (2) the use of w^ater power and steam, power for running 
the machines. In the nineteenth century these new methods were 
adopted in other industries, first in England, and then i.n other 
countries. The transfo,rmation of industry was slow at first but 
was accelerated after the middle of the century. Innumerable 
machines were invented for every sort of manufacturing process. 
The steam engine was supplemented by- the electric dynamo and the 
gas engine. The use of steam power created an enormous demand 
for Iron and coal and gave an unprecedent.ed impetus to the mining 
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Coffee Percolator 

Exhibited at the Universal Exposition, Paris, 1855. 


of iron and coal Besides, the increased use of machines created a 
demand for machines to make machines. For example, a modern 
automobile is a machine which people use. But before this machine 
can be assembled, the parts have to be made, and many machines 
are necessary to make the parts. Every new machine creates a 
need for other machines to make it, other tools to keep it in order. 
Thus machines breed machines and industries breed industries, so 
that mucli of modern industry is devoted, not to making things 
people consume directly, but to making the machines that make 
machines that make the things they consume. The story of modern 
industry is like the story of the “ House that Jack Built.” 

Now anyone can see how machines produce wealth (that is, make 
things |>eopie want) more rapidly than band, labor can. For evl 
dence of this fact you have, only to observe an ordinary c.em,ent mixer 
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in the street, step into a print shop and watch the printing ma- 
chine set or stand before a city skyscraper and wonder how 

long it would take to build it by hand labor. Machines are stronger 
thaa inen. Since they do not tire^ they can work night and day; 
and as they are perfected they become more automatic, so that one 
man can supervise many machines. In 1913 the machines of Great 
Britain made sewui billion yards of cotton cloth for export alone. 
The total population of Great Britain, working by the methods of 
1 750j, could have niarle only a fraction of that anioiiiit. 

That machines increase the numbers of things produced is obvious 
*~”SO obvious that we are likely to exaggerate their c:a[)a€ity to 
increase real wealth. There are no very reliable statistics as to 
the increase in wealth during the last hundred years. It is esti- 
mated that ill 1800 the wealth of Great Britain, if equally (li\’i<ied 
among all the inhabitants, would have given to each person S700; 
in 1S85 the total wealth so divided would hav(‘ givmi itnvh pcTson 
$2075. Blit ill 18S5 a dollar would buy much less ilian in 1800, 
so that the real increase was not so great as t.he appareni inrrt^ase. 
The total wealth of t.he United States i.n 1912 was plact'd a I i8t) 
billion dollars ; in 1922 at 320 billion. This was an iiuu'ease id' 72 
per ce,rit in dollars. .But the population liad meant inie grown, so 
that the increase for each perso.n was only 50 per cent . Bt*sidt‘s, the 
value of the dollar in 1922 wa.s little more than half \Uiai it was in 
19! 2. 'rhus the increase in real wealth between 191 2 tind 0.^22 was 
just about nothing. 

Nevertheless, with all these allowances .made, it is still true that 
the use of power-driven, machinery in irid.iistry has rccsiilUMl in a 
great increase in tin? p,rodiictioi.i of cvealth a more than siifiicient 
increase, at all events, to support the increased population. Not 
only are more people enabled to live ; on the whole they are enabled 
1,0 live more comfortably ~ to have better food, clothes, and houses, 
to work fewer hours, and to enjoy more amuseiiienl and relaxation. 
And if the increased wealth were distributed more evenly among 
the people, this would be even truer than it is. 

How science and invention have crowded people together in 
cities. Aithoiigh rn,any people have been enabled to li\'e in iuiropc, 
they have found it .necessary, in order to do so, to crowd together in 
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Messrs. Scheutz’s “New Calculating Machine” 
Exhibited at the Exposition of 1855. 


cities. This also is one of the results of science and invention and of 
the revolution in. industry which science and invention have brought 
about. 

In the eighteenth century any farmer’s wife could spin cotton 
thread, or set up a hand loom for weaving in her spare moments. 
But the new power-driven machines were cumbersome and expen- 
sive. The result was that in the nineteenth century industries came 
more and more to be carried on in great factories, under one manage- 
ment employing great armies of laborers ; and the factories were 
located in cities, or else cities grew up where the industries were 
located. We have already seen how the cloth and iron industries of 
England, located near the supplies of coal, built up the cities of 
Manchester and Birmingham (p. 328). An example nearer home is 
the city of Akron, Ohio. In 1890 the population of Akron was 
,27,000 ; in 1910 it was nearly 70,000 ; in 1925 it was nearly 208,000. 
The explanation of this rapid growth is the fact that most of the 
automobile tires in the United States are manufactured in Akron. 
Industries enlarge cities, of course, because they em,ploy hundreds 
and thousands of laborers. . The presence of ' laborers creates a 
demand for more grocers, butchers, lawyers, doctors, druggists, 
actors, street-car conductors, ^hool teachers, ministers, bankers, 
and the like. 
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Steam S:ii\viN(>^\lACiiixES, ix iioiLcnvAY anb Company's ,Facto,ry 

From, a sketch in the IHusifatcd Londmi AVtiT. 1S54. I'wenty yoimj^ women 
were emp,loyecl in this factory. At the back is the engine room. 


Thus the .revolution in indust.:ry has led to one of the striking facts 
of the last hundred years — the enormous growth of cii ies. In the 
eighteenth century the largest city in Europe was Ihiris, witli a 
population, of 600,000. .London .had a population of only alHini 
500,000. Today London has a population ch over 7,cooax^o; 
Paris nearly 3,000,000; Berlin about 4,000,000. In the eigfiic^enlh 
century dhere were sca.rcely half-a-dozen cities in Europe* with a 
population of more than 200,000. Today there are !)etWiH‘ii sevcuily 
and eighty such cities. In the eighteenth century there was no 
country in wliidi a majority of the people lived in rli ies. Today’ 
there is scarcely a country in which the majority of the |>eople do 
not live in cities. In England three-four ths of t,be people' live in 
cities. Even in a great agricultural country like the United States 
less than half tlie people live in the country. 

In the eighteenth century, if seven million, people had been 
gathe.red in London they could not have .lived there. The products 
of their labor could not have been m.arketed; they would have 
perished for want of food. Today seven millions do actually live in 
London — none too well, it is true.' Why is it possible for so many 
more people to live in cities today than could have done so in 
the eigh teen. th century? 0,nce more- the answer is: science and 
invention. 
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How science and invention are making people througliotit the 
world more dependent on each other. The millions of people 
crowded together in cities are of course supported by the industries 
established in the cities. A stranger driving into Akron for the first 
time might naturally remark, Well, this is quite a city. What are 
the industries that support it? The answer would be : “Rubber.” 
But the workers of Akron cannot eat rubber tires, nor can the 
mechanics of Detroit clothe themselves in Ford cars. Things made 
in cities have to be sold outside, while food, raw materials, and 
other necessities have to be brought in from outside. Now the 
larger the industry, the farther afield the manufacturer has to go to 
obtain raw materials and to find markets for his finished product ; 
the larger the city, the farther afield it is necessary to go to obtain 
food and other necessities for the people. 

How far afield can the manufacturer go for markets and raw 
material ? How far can a city go for food and necessities ? This 
depends on the means of transportation and communication. 
You do not need to be told that the means of transportation and 
communication have been revolutionized within the last fifty years 
by the use of steam and electricity. In 1830 it was thought marvel- 
ous to be able, any day in the week, to take a stagecoach from 
London and arrive at Edinburgh, four hundred miles distant, in 
forty hours. Already (1825) George Stephenson had built a steam 
engine capable of carrying passengers and freight; but unfor- 
tunately its smokestack got red before it reached its maximum speed 
of eight miles per hour. Improvements made his engine a “ going 
concern ” by 1830; yet as late as 1870 there were no more than 
15,000 miles of railroads in Great Britain. In 1807 Robert Fulton 
managed to run a steamboat on the Hudson River; in 1838 four 
steamships crossed the Atlantic; but not until after i860 did sail- 
ing ships cease to be the chief carriers. At the beginning of the 
twentieth century automobiles were still novelties. They were 
called “ horseless carriages ” — and looked the part. In 1836 
S. F. B. Morse succeeded in sending an intelligible message by elec- 
tric telegraph ; in 1851 the first cable was laid between England and 
France ; in 1866 the first permanent cable was laid between England 
and the United States. The first telephone message was heard in 
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First Engine Used on a German Railway 

1876 ; the first Marconi wireless message in 1896. We should not 
pay too much attention to the early dates of some of these inven- 
tions ; the principal fact is that modern methods of communication 
and transportation, in anything like their present efficiency, have 
been in use no more than fifty years. It is also during the last 
fifty years that modern industries and modern cities, in anything 
like their present size, have been built up. 

Now there are two important points to be noted. The first is 
this. Our giant industries are possible because the railroad, the 
steamship, and the telegraph enable the manufacturer to go as far 
afield as he likes — throughout the world in fact — for markets and 
raw materials. Our enormous cities are possible for a similar reason 
— because adequate supplies of food and necessities can be rapidly 
and systematically brought in from every part of the world. In 
other words, one important result of great industrial cities and 
rapid means of transportation is that the area of exchanges tends to 
become world wide. The second point is that this widening of the 
area of exchanges tends to draw the world together by making the 
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Daimler^s First Motorcycle, 1885 

people in different communities more dependent on each other. These 
two points may be illustrated by two examples. 

In 1903 Henry Ford formed a company to make a cheap auto- 
mobile. To do this it was essential to use machine labor in place of 
hand labor wherever possible. Mr. Ford had therefore to invest 
millions of dollars in elaborate and expensive machines to make his 
cheap Ford cars. In order to sell his car cheaply and at the same 
time make a profit on his investment, it was necessary to make and 
sell an enormous number of cars. In 1926 he made and sold 
approximately a million and a quarter cars. So many cars could 
not be sold in Detroit, or even in the state of Michigan. To 
market his cars Mr. Ford had to go farther afield than that ; he had 
to go into every community in the United States and even into 
foreign countries. To attract people’s attention to his cars it was 
necessary to advertise them. To distribute them, the services of 
the railroads and steamships were essential. To sell them, agents 
had to be established in every town in the country, and rapid 
communication maintained between the agents and Mr. Ford. It 
is easy to see that without the railroads and the telegraph Mr. 
Ford could not have distributed and sold so many cars in one year. 
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It is also easy to see how the actual process of distributing and 
selling so many cars made a great many people in ail parts of the 
world more dependent on each other. Who were these people? 
We can enumerate some of them : Mr. Ford and the laborers who 
worked for him ; newspapers seeking news ; advertising agencies 
seeking customers; railroad companies and their stockholders 
seeking profits from freight ; local dealers making a living selling 
Ford cars ; mechanics and farmers and clerks and professors needing 
cheap cars; producers of oil and rubber throughout the world; 
manufacturers of rubber tires in Akron ; men and women in obscure 
villages and along the highways adding a few dollars to their income 
by setting up gas pumps and hot~dog stands ; all these and many 
others were drawn together, were made in some measure more 
dependent on each other, because they gained or lost with the rise 
or fall in prestige of the most famous, the most used, and the most 
derided vehicle that ever bumped over country roads — the little 
old Tin Lizzy.” 

The example of the Ford cars shows how large-scale manufactur- 
ing and rapid transportation make people within the same country 
more dependent on each other. Another example will show how 
large-scale manufacturing and rapid transportation make the 
people of different countries dependent on each other. 

In the eighteenth century the people of England could have 
lived very well on what w^as raised and made in England. It is 
true that there was a considerable commerce with the outside world. 
Sailing ships in their leisurely fashion brought sugar, cotton, and 
tobacco from America in exchange for British cloth, ironware, and 
furniture. British cloth was carried to Holland ; wines were im- 
ported from France and Portugal, and spices and silks from the East 
Indies. But in 1750 the entire export shipping from all the British 
ports was only 600,000 tons. A few of the largest modern ships 
could have carried it all in a dozen trips. If England had suddenly 
been cut off entirely from the outside world, many people would 
have suffered temporary distress ; but the mass of the people would 
have managed well enough. 

. How different is the situation today, when three-fourths of the 
people are crowded together in cities and live by industry and 
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First Steam Automobile of Serpollet, 189 i 


commerce ! In the year 1924 the total export shipping from all 
British ports was 88,780,000 tons ; the imports 87,057,000 tons. If 
the British Isles were efiectively blockaded today, millions of people 
would have no choice but to migrate or starve — and that within a 
very short time. The reason is, of course, that the people of England 
raise less food than they need and make more things than they can 
use. The excess of coal, cloth, ironware, and other products must 
therefore be sold abroad in exchange for food and other necessities 
— particularly for the raw materials (such as cotton and rubber) 
needed in industry. In 1926 there was imported into England food 
valued at more than $2,500,000,000 and raw materials valued at 
nearly $2,000,000,000. In the same year commodities were ex- 
ported to the value of about $3,750,000,000. Where does England 
sell her manufactured commodities? Where does she buy her food 
and raw materials? The answer is: Everywhere. In the States- 
man’s Year Book you may see a list of the countries trading with 
Great Britain. Practically every country in Europe, Asia, and 
America exchanges its own products for British products. 

Thus England is no longer a self-sufihcing country. Through in- 
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dustry and commerce she is linked to every country in the world ; and 
to that extent her people are dependent on the people of every coun- 
try in the world. Even a slight disturbance in this intricate network 
of relations results in suffering. The Great War raised price levels 
and diminished the buying power of most European countries — a 
state of affairs which had much the same effect on international ex- 
change as throwing sand in the transmission would have on the run- 
ning of an automobile. The result is that since the war some two or 
three millions of English workers have been without jobs, because 
foreign countries cannot afford to buy — at prices for which they 
can be produced — enough English commodities to keep the people 
of Great Britain fully employed. 

England is an extreme example. But what is true of England is 
true in lesser degree of other countries. The application of power- 
driven machinery to manufactures and to transportation is drawing 
the whole world together in a complicated network of exchanges 
which makes the people of each country more and more dependent 
on the people of every other country. 

These are some of the ways in which science and invention have 
given men control over things. But by giving men control over 
things, they have also given things control over men. Let us see 
how this comes about. 

How the machines we have mastered make us work for them in 
their own way. Fifty years ago Emerson said : Things are in the 
saddle and ride mankind.” The things which are in the saddle 
are chiefly machines. Every year it becomes more true that the 
machines we have mastered enslave us. The reason for this is the 
very simple one that we care for machines, whereas machines care 
nothing for us. They will work for us only in their own way, and 
even in that way only if we pay strict attention to them. The result 
is that we have to adjust our habits of work to theirs. 

One striking example of this we have already noted : Machines 
are forcing the majority of people to live crowded together in cities. 
Machines don’t care where they live ; but they often work best in 
unlovely places, or else they make the places where they work 
unlovely ; and so men have to live in those unattractive places. 
Professor J. M. Clark has put this fact very well : 
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Ride through the industrial district stretching from South 
Chicago to Gary, and as you view the expanse of ugly flats and 
barrens, ask yourself why these people are here. Is this a place 
men would choose to live in? Certainly not, ii they were free to 
move out to those blue, wooded hills beckoning in the distance. 
These people never wanted to live here. But the machines did, 
and that settled it.^ 

The total population of the region, Mr. Clark goes on to say, con- 
sists of 100,000 people and six blast furnaces. The only beings who 
wanted to live in the region are the blast furnaces. The 100,000 
people are there because the blast furnaces are there, and for no 
other reason. 

Not only are the blast furnaces willing to live anywhere — they 
don’t care how long they w^ork. They never demanded the eight- 
hour day, with time-and-a-half for overtime. On the contrary, they 
say in effect : The harder you work us the better we will pay you. 
Work us one hour or twenty-four hours a day, just as you please ; 
but we shall rust out Avhen we are idle just as quickly as we shall 
wear out when we are busy. Consequently, if you want the maxi- 
mum of service from us you must be here attending to us twenty- 
four hours a day.” 

Therefore the owner of the machines says to the laborer seeking a 
job : I can give you a job if you will work nights and sleep day- 
times.” 

The laborer would much prefer to work daytimes. The owner 
of the machines would just as soon have him work daytimes. But 
the blast furnace says: Someone has to work nights if I am to 
serve you best.” So the owner and the laborer, the one seeking 
profits and the other seeking wages, both submit to the inexorable 
decree of the machine. 

The machine determines not only where and when the laborer 
shall work but how he shall work. A hundred years ago the village 
shoemaker was a familiar figure. With a few tools he made shoes 
to order, taking the measure, cutting the leather, punching the 
holes, waxing the thread, and stitching the seams. He was some- 
thing of an artist, proud of his skill in design and execution ; an 

^ Jolin M. Clark, The Empire of MacMnes,” Yale Review, Oct. 1022. Copyright 
•by the Yale University Press.. 
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independent man, working when and how he pleased ; and some- 
thing of a philosopher, discussing the state of the nation with 
customers or cronies. But with the coming of the machine the 
village shoemaker disappeared. He could not compete with the 
machines, and he was too poor to own them. So he went, hat in 
hand, to the machine. To the machine he said : “ I am a skilled 
shoemaker. I want a job making shoes.’^ 

But the machine replied somewhat as follows : “ I have no use 
for shoemakers. I make the shoes myself much faster than you can. 

I want someone to run me. To do that effecti\^y you must cease 
to be an artist and a philosopher and become a kind of machine 
yourself. You can never be as precise and effective as a machine, 
but you must become as nearly so as your poor abilities permit. 
Just stand here and work me and be careful I donT catch your 
finger.” So the poor fellow stands or sits in front of the machine, 
performing with monotonous regularity, for eight hours a day, a 
single simple operation which consists of pulling a lever, slipping a 
piece of leather into the machine, pushing a lever, and taking the 
leather out of the machine. The shoemaker has ceased to be an 
artist in shoes ; he has become a laborer — that is to say, an ani- 
mated cog in the machine process. 

How the machines we have mastered make us do more things in 
a more uniform way. Machines enslave, not the laborer merely, 
but all of us. We are so delighted with all these new toys that we 
scarcely realize how they insensibly shape all our activities. It is 
probably a mistake to think that the machines, being indifferent, 
havenT a sense of humor. That is only because they order us 
about without words. If machines could speak, they might very 
well say something like this : “ We save you much time and effort 
and so provide you with immense leisure to do as you like; in 
return for this boon we require only that 'you shall do more things, 
do them more quickly, and do them as far as possible in the same 
way.” This is the great practical joke machines have played 
on us. 

One aspect of this mechanical pleasantry is this : Whereas we 
have infinitely more time-saving machines than people had fifty 
years ago, we seem always more rushed for time than people 
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were fifty years ago. How can this be ? Take a simple example. 
If a business man living in Bufialo needs to go to New York, the 
automobile or the railroad obviously enable him to go there in less 
time than he could have gone by earlier means of travel. But a 
hundred years ago, before the age of steam or electricity, a business 
man in Bufiaio would neither have needed nor have expected to go 
to New York very often. Today his business interests are likely to 
extend throughout the United States, and even into foreign coun- 
tries. He may therefore need to go to New York once a month, or 
once a week. The point is that machines, in saving us time in going 
to distant places, create the need or the desire to go to distant 
places more frequently. 

Besides requiring us to do more things and to do them more 
rapidly, machines rather insist on our doing them more or less in the 
same way. Machines urge us to practice the goose-step. The 
machine itself has no use for eccentric parts. A temperamental 
brake-band which takes a notion to expand when the other three 
brake-bands contract is a nuisance to be discarded. The machine 
feels the same way about eccentric individuals. The old-fashioned 
shoemaker could go his own gait — begin work when he pleased, 
work slowly or rapidly, and lay off when he felt like it. But in a 
modern shoe factory, where gangs of men work in eight-hour shifts, 
the individual is an essential part of the machine process. Like the 
brake-band, he must do as his fellow-workers do — begin on time, 
work with a certain speed, and quit at a given moment. The 
eccentric laborer is as much a nuisance as the temperamental brake- 
band. 

Not in factories only, but in the ordinary relations of life, the 
machine urges us to acquire more uniform habits. The more we are 
crowded together into cities, the faster we move about ; the more we 
use machines for business or pleasure, the more need there is for 
uniformity of action. The simplest example of this is to be seen on 
any city street. Fifty years ago there was but one rule of the road : 

Keep to the right.^^ Today the regulation of traffic is a serious 
problem. Stand on any crowded avenue of a great city. Solid 
masses of people and vehicles are moving up the avenue. All 
watch the lights. The red light comes on, and everyone stops. 
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Madame Curie in Her Laboratory 

Madame Curie and her husband Pierre, who died in 1906, are famous for their 
discovery of radium and for their experiments in connection with it. 

The green comes on, and everyone moves forward. The jay-walker 
is a nuisance, to be arrested — or taken to the hospital. 

Machines can^t speak, but they have an official spokesman who 
announces every hour of the day what it is the machines desire of us. 
This spokesman is like the traffic cop. And what does he say? 
“ Watch the lights ! Step lively ! ” 

How the coming of the machines brought about new conflicts 
both within and between the nations. In this chapter we have 
described some of the ways in which science and invention have 
changed the conditions of life. Scientific knowledge has enabled 
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more people to live on the earth and has made them more secure 
against death and disease. The machines which science has made 
possible have greatly increased the wealth in the world, enabling the 
majority of people to have conveniences and comforts which their 
grandfathers knew nothing of. Most people are freer today than 
formerly to move about, to see new places, and to relieve 'the mo- 
notony of life by amusements and relaxations. Every week, by 
means of the screen and the printed page and the radio, there is 
laid before them a transcript and a picture of the wide world 
and its doings ; so that they may, even if they do not, emancipate 
themselves in some measure from ignorance and provincialism, and 
in some measure become acquainted with the common experience 
of mankind. 

This is much. But one might reasonably have expected that 
science and invention would do more for the world than this. Since 
we have unprecedented power to make things, to find out where and 
when they are needed, and to transport them to the people who want 
them, one might suppose that everyone would have enough and be 
content. Since people throughout the world know each other so 
much better than formerly and are so much more dependent on 
each other for the things they need, one might suppose that sus- 
picion and conflict would largely have disappeared. But unfor- 
tunately we all seem to be quite as discontented as ever and quite 
as much given to suspicion and conflict. 

Perhaps the reason is that our knowledge and power have not 
been properly applied. Neither knowledge nor power is equally 
distributed. Some individuals, classes, and nations have control of 
the things that other individuals, classes, and nations need or desire. 
This, of course, has always been the case. But the power that 
arises from the possession of things is greater now than formerly. 
It is greater because, in the making and transportation of things, the 
individual counts for less and the machines for more. The ma- 
chines are enormously expensive. Therefore the individuals, classes, 
and nations that own and control the machines have an unprec- 
edented power over the lives and fortunes of the masses of people 
throughout the world who need the things which the machines 
make and distribute. 
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Thus it happened that the coming of the machines, and the 
Industrial Revolution which they brought with them, gave rise to 
new conflicts. From 1815 until the close of the Franco-Prussian 
War (1871) the great conflict within each country had been mainly 
political — concerned chiefly with the form of government. But 
during the last quarter of the nineteenth century the great conflict 
within each of the industrialized countries became mainly economic 
and social — concerned with the rival interests of capital and labor, 
with labor unions and strikes, and with the advantages or dangers 
of socialism and of socialistic legislation in behalf of the poor. In 
short, after 1871 the dispute over political democracy was largely 
replaced by the dispute over social and economic democracy. 

Likewise, the conflict between the nations changed its character. 
From 1815 until after the Franco-Prussian War international dis- 
putes had been concerned largely with political questions — th 
repression of liberal or democratic revolutionary movements and 
the establishment of national independence or unity. After the 
Franco-Prussian War international disputes were concerned more 
with economic questions — with the exploitation of “ backward 
countries,” the control of raw materials, and the opening up of 
new markets throughout the world. 

These new conflicts we shall have to study in the following 
chapters. First of all we must see how the coming of the machines, 
by separating the men who owned the machines from those who 
worked them, led to the conflict between capital and labor, and 
how this in turn gave rise to modern socialism and to the question of 
social reform. 

QUESTIONS 

1. Suppose a few ordinary American families were shipwrecked on 
a tropical or semi-tropical island without anything except what they 
would be likely to have with them. Describe in some detail the 

civilization” they might create there. 

2. How long has man been a tool-using animal? What were some 
of the earliest tools? Why are these the most important of aM tools? 
How far could civilization have developed without fire? without do- 
mesticated animals? 

3. What new idea of nature became current in the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries? How did this new idea lead to the development 
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of modem science? How does modern science make possible the rapid 
increase of inventions? How does every invention lead to further 
inventions ? How do machines breed machines ? What do you consider 
the most important inventions or discoveries of the. last two centuries? 
What, if any, inventions or discoveries of great importance have been 
made within your memory ? 

4. How much has the population of Europe increased in the last 
century and a half ? What has made this great increase possible ? How 
has modern science contributed to the increase of the food supply ? 

5. How do you explain the great growth of cities in the last century? 
Why would such large cities have been impossible in the eighteenth 
century? What would happen to Henry Ford^s plant at Detroit if all 
the railroads were out of commission for two years? 

6. How do machines determine the conditions under which men have 
to work and live? Since w^e have so many machines to work for us, 
why do we not have more time and leisure ? How do machines make it 
necessary for people to act more alike? to think more alike? 

7. Make a list (i) of the ways in which machines have made life 
harder and less satisfactory for the average person than it used to be ; 
(2) of the ways in which machines have made life better and more 
satisfactory. 

8. Write a brief statement (from 300 to 500 words) of the ways in 
which machines have helped to make the people of the United States 
a united and democratic nation. 
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C HAPTER XVII. HOW THE INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 
GAVE RISE TO MODERN SOCIALISM AND THE CONFLICT 
OVER SOCIAL REFORM, 1871-1914 

One fact is common to all past ages, namely, the exploitation of one part of society 
by another. Karl Marx 

Why new disputes arose after 1871 to replace the old. In this 
chapter and the next three we shall have to study the momentous 
period from 1871 to 1914. At the beginning of this period it was 
clear that the coming form of government was bound to be demo- 
cratic. It was no longer possible to maintain the old autocracy of 
kings. In most of the states of Europe the people had won, to a 
greater or less extent, the right of choosing their rulers. According 
to the great prophets of democratic government the years that 
followed should therefore have been years of increasing peace and 
liarmony. 

On the contrary, the period from 1871 to 1914 was a time of great 
stress and conflict a time of ruthless competition in business. 
These years witnessed the rapid development of railroads, of steam- 
ship lines, of steel plants; the rise of ^‘big business,” of “giant 
trusts and “ soulless corporations,” of multimillionaires living in 
palaces ; and the rise of great industrial cities inhabited by thou- 
sands — sometimes hundreds of thousands — of industrial workers 
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living in dingy houses or foul, musty-smelling tenements. It was 
a time of labor unions, strikes, lockouts, and picketing; a time 
when strikers threw bombs, and armed men employed by corpo- 
rations shot down strikers. In these years the menace of revolu- 
tionary socialism appeared, and the doctrines of anarchy and 
terrorism made their devious ways through Europe. In these 
years a president of the French Republic, two presidents of the 
United States, and a Russian tsar were assassinated. In these 
years legislators engaged in heated debates over socialism, social 
legislation, military budgets, clericalism, and corruption in high 
places. In these years Africa was partitioned and Asia exploited by 
the European powers, many colonial wars were fought, and v/riters 
proved that wars were no longer possible. In these years armies 
and navies were enlarged and perfected, peace societies flourished, 
the Hague Tribunal was established to abate the evils of war, 
and writers proved that war was a necessary and beneficent instru- 
ment in the progress of the human race. 

In this welter of issues and disputes one conflict stands out 
above all others. In every country in which an industrial revolution 
occurred there arose a persistent conflict between labor and capital 
— between the employers and the industrial workers, the men who 
owned the industrial machines and the men who worked them. In 
this chapter we shall see why there was a conflict of interest between 
labor and capital, what methods the laborers used to defend their 
interests, and how the “ labor problem ” gave rise to modern so- 
cialism and the movement for social reform. 

How the machines elbowed their way in between employers and 
laborers and gave them conflicting interests to quarrel about. 
Before the coming of the machines, under the guild system of 
industry (see p. 29), there was little difference between employer 
and laborer. Ordinarily the master workman of a guild had a little 
shop on the ground floor of his house, with living rooms above. In 
his shop he worked at his trade of making — let us say, hats. He 
provided the tools and the raw material and sold the finished product 
over the counter. He was therefore capitalist, laborer, and mer- 
chant, all in one. To help him he might employ a journeyman or 
two, and several apprentices, paying the journeyman wages and 
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giving the apprentice board and lodging. These men were laborers 
only, the master being their employer. There was no sharp 
distinction between employer and laborer. All worked side by 
side, ate very likely at the same table, and lived in the same 
house. 

With the introduction of power-driven machinery the guild 
system of industry disappeared and the '' factory system ” took its 
place. To build the factory and install the expensive machines 
much money was required. The capitalist who furnished the 
money therefore owned the factory and the machines, provided the 
raw material, and sold the finished product. To run the machines 
many laborers were required. These the capitalist or manager 
employed, paying them wages. The capitalist did not work with 
his laborers; still less did he live with them. Both capitalist 
and laborer were connected with the industry, but their interests 
in it were different and seemingly conflicting. The capitalist was 
directly interested in the factory and the machines, in buying the 
raw material as cheaply as possible, in making the finished product 
as well as possible, in selling it at as high a price as possible, and in 
paying as low wages as possible. The laborers, on the other hand, 
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were directly interested in only one thing — wages. They desired 
to get the highest wages possible for the least work. 

In this conflict the capitalist-employer usually had a great 
advantage, because there were usually more workers than jobs. 
One laborer, working one of the new machines for weaving cloth, 
for example, could make as much cloth as a dozen men using the 
old hand looms. Besides, the machines could be worked by women 
and children. Hence in the early stages of the Industrial Revolu- 
tion in England the conditions in the factory towns were appalling. 
A parliamentary committee appointed in 1838 to make an inves- 
tigation reported that the streets of every large town swarmed with 
children, eight or ten years of age, going to and from the factories, 
where they worked ten or twelve hours a day with a half-hour off for 
dinner and an equal time for tea. In some industries fifty cents 
a week was an average wage. In 1840 the parliamentary com- 
missioner said that it was unwise to tell the whole truth since, if the 
truth were told, people would either not believe it or else they would 
think the evils beyond remedy. 

In the latter part of the nineteenth century such conditions did 
not usually prevail. But however high wages might be, the lion’s 
share of the enormous increase in the production of wealth went to 
the employer class. The reason is that the machines, which were 
responsible for the great increase of wealth, were owned by the 
capitalist. The profits created by the machines therefore went to 
the capitalist-employer and were used by him to install more or 
better machines, which in turn created more profits for the capitalist- 
employer. Thus it happened that the machines elbowed their way 
in between the employer and the laborer, separated them into two 
distinct classes, and turned the major part of the wealth they 
created over to the employer, leaving the laborer to get on with 
such wages as the employer could be forced to give him. 

How the laborers obtained two weapons with which to defend 
their interests — the right to vote and the right to strike. In the 
early and middle years of the nineteenth century the workers were 
relatively helpless. They were neither numerous nor well organized. 
Besides, most of their betters ” told them that there had always 
been rich and poor, and that it was the will of God that it should be 
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SO, But even in these years there were some, such as Mazzini, who 
told the workers that when kings and aristocrats were overthrown, 
all would be well. Therefore Mazzini counseled the workers to 
work for the establishment of a democratic republic. 

The workers followed Mazzini^s advice. We have already seen 
how in the revolutions of 1830 and 1848 the workers in every 
country followed the radical leaders who were in favor of giving all 
men, rich and poor alike, the right to vote. We have seen how the 
workers in England prepared the People’s Charter, with its famous 
six points, one of which demanded universal manhood suffrage. 
In none of these revolutions did the mass of the workers obtain the 
right to vote. But at last, during the years 1859 to 1884, some form 
of democratic government was established in most of the countries 
of western Europe. Thus we may say that in the last quarter of 
the nineteenth century the workers obtained one weapon with 
which to defend their interests — the political weapon, the right to 
vote. 

Meantime, the workers — many of them at least — did not share 
Mazzinl’s idea that the right to vote would alone enable them to 
defend their rights against the employers. Besides the political 
weapon they wanted another — the economic weapon. They felt 
that if all the workers of a certam industry could form associations, 
agreeing to work only for certain wages and certain hours, they 
would be able to force the employers to accept their terms. This of 
course iiivoived the right to strike,” that is, to refuse to work at all 
unless their demands were met. The right of an organized group of 
workers to bargain as a group with their employer for better wages 
or working conditions is called collective bargaining.” Many 
workers felt that this right was more important than the right to 
vote ; indeed, one reason why they wanted the right to vote was so 
that they might, by their votes, force governments to give them the 
right to engage in collective bargaining. They felt that as long as 
governments w^ere controlled by the rich — by employers and those 
who sympathized with employers — there was slight hope that laws 
would be passed giving workers the right to form labor unions and 
to strike for higher wages. Generally speaking, it was in the last 
quarter of the nineteenth century that the workers obtained, or 
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were in the way of obtaining, this second weapon with which to 
defend their interests — the economic weapon, the right to engage 
in collective bargaining. Meantime the workers were provided 
with two social philosophies which were designed to justify them 
in their conflict with their employers : socialism and anarchism. 

‘‘Scientific’^ socialism: How Karl Marx attempted to prove that 
the workers were slaves of the capitalists, but promised them a 
better time coming. Many books have been written to point out 
the evils of existing society and to describe one that would be better. 
Plato’s Republic was one of the first and the most famous of these. 
Another was Sir Thomas More’s Utopia, written in the sixteenth 
century. Ever since that time the word utopia has been used to 
describe (and usually to condemn) any ideal society or form of 
government in which, if it could be established, everyone would 
have enough and be happy and content. All these ideal societies 
are based on a great if. The argument is : “If people would only 
change their ways of thinking and behaving, injustice and suffering 
might easily be abolished.” 
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In the early nineteenth century many men, distressed by the 
poverty of the mass of the people — especially the industrial workers 
— suggested ways of transforming society, to the end that poverty 
might be abolished. Among these were Saint-Simon and Fourier 
(see p. 337). Since their suggested reforms were primarily con- 
cerned with transforming society as a whole rather than government 

in particular, they were called 
Socialists, and the movement in 
thought which they represented is 
known as socialism. Since their 
schemes were somewhat like those' 
of Plato and Sir Thomas More, 
this early type of socialism is known 
as utopian socialism. 

Between 1848 and 1875, however, 
this early type of socialism was re- 
placed by a new type, which was 
knowm as scientifi-c^^ socialism. 
The founder of this so-called scien- 
tific’’ socialism was Karl Marx, 
whose writings have had a pro- 
found influence on the social and 
political thought of the last fifty 
years. More than any other man, it was Marx who provided the 
workingmen’s political parties of Europe with a social philosophy 
and a program for social reform. 

Karl Marx was born in Treves, Germany, in 1818, of well-to-do 
parents. He was educated at the universities of Bonn and of 
Berlin, -where he studied history and philosophy. He married 
Jenny von Westphalen, the daughter of a high government official. 
With his powerful intelligence, his excellent education, and his 
advantageous family connections, Marx might have been a univer- 
sity professor or a high government official, rich and respected and 
respectable. But although possessed of a powerful and ruthless 
intelligence, he had a tender heart which inspired in him a passion- 
ate sympathy for the poor. Like Mazzini, therefore, Marx aban- 
doned all his fine chances in life to become the unwearied champion 
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of the oppressed. In 1842 he became the editor of a democratic 
newspaper called the Rhenish Gazette. It was suppressed the next 
year, whereupon Marx went to Paris, which was then the center of 
the Socialist movement. Expelled from France in 1845, he went to 
Brussels, only to return to Paris, where he took an active part in 
the Revolution of 1848. Fleeing from France after the collapse of 
the revolution, Marx settled in London, where for many years he 
lived in dire poverty in order to devote himself to expounding the 
socialistic doctrine and organizing the workers throughout Europe. 
He died in 1883. 

Marx had no patience with the utopian schemes of Saint-Simon, 
Fourier and their followers. During the Paris Revolution of 1848 
he and his friend Friedrich Engels issued The Communist Manifesto, 
calling, in stirring words, to the workers of Europe to unite and 
throw off their chains. They used the word Communist instead of 
Socialist, to make it clear that they were not Socialists of the uto- 
pian sort. But the best known book written by Marx was a long 
and learned work which cost him many years of close study and hard 
writing. Ever since, it has cost many people many days of hard 
reading. This work is entitled Das Kapital (“CapitaFO? and the 
first volume of it appeared in 1867. These two works, particularly 
Das Kapital, contain the gospel of modern “scientific” socialism. 

What is this gospel? It consists of two parts : (i) an economic 
theory which aims to show th^ injustice of the present capitalistic 
system of industry ; and (2) a philosophy of history which aims to 
prove that the capitalistic system of industry will in the course of 
time destroy itself. 

I. The economic theory of Marx may be briefly stated as follows, 
(i) All wealth is produced by human labor. Capital in the form 
of machines, buildings, etc., is the result of labor in the past and 
is therefore “ stored up ” labor. (2) Although labor creates all 
wealth, the laborers, under the capitalistic system, do not receive 
the total product. They receive in fact only a very small part of it 
— just enough of it for themselves and their families to live on, a 
mere “ living wage.” (3) The difference between what the laborers 
produce and what they receive is “ surplus ” wealth. This entire 
surplus is taken by the capitalists, who are the owners of machines 
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and all stored-up capital. This was Marx’s economic theory. 
Very few modern economists, however, except those in Russia, 
accept this theory. 

2. Marx’s philosophy of history aims to prove that this unjust 
system must disappear. What will bring it to an end? It is no 
use, Alarx says, to write nice books describing an ideal society ; no 
use trying to persuade people to be wise and just, or to expect those 
who have the good things of life to give them up voluntarily. All 
that is a utopian dream. All historical changes, he said, are 
brought about by those silent economic forces that are stronger than 
men’s wills and desires. A proper study of history shows that this 
has been so in the past. Why should we not expect it to be so in 
the future? Instead of talking about the ideal society we should 
like to have, let us study history and see what kind of changes the 
future has in store for us whether we like them or not. 

History shows us, according to Marx, that in every age govern- 
ment and society are controlled by the class which possesses the 
chief source of wealth. In the Middle Ages the chief source of 
wealth was land ; hence the feudal nobles, who possessed the land, 
had everything their own way and controlled society through a 
government by kings and nobles. But in the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries, with the coming of power-driven machines, 
the chief source of wealth came to be capital,” in the form of 
money, machines, and industries. Hence the possessors of capital 
(middie-class business men, bankers, and manufacturers) elbowed 
the nobles out of the seats of power, and in place of the old govern- 
ments by kings and nobles established governments suitable to 
their purposes — governments by representative assemblies. Thus 
through the silent operation of economic forces the feudal land- 
owning system gave way to the bourgeois-capitalistic system under 
which we live. But just as the feudal nobles were shoved aside by 
the middie-class capitalists, so, according to Marx, the middle-class 
capitalists will in the course of time be shoved aside by the mass of 
the people — the ^^proletariat.” 

Why will this happen? It will happen, Marx said, because it is 
the nature of the capitalist system to destroy itself. The capitalist 
system is a competitive system — every man for himself and the 
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devil take the hindmost. Each owner of industry seeks to make his 
industry bigger and bigger, and himself richer and richer. In this 
struggle for survival, the weaker will be destroyed by the stronger ; 
industry and capital will be more and more concentrated; and 
presently all land and capital will be in the hands of a very few 
capitalists. Meantime, according to Marx, when this process has 
reduced the mass of the people to the level of wage-slaves, the 
owners of capital will be so few, and the system so obviously 
unjust, that the mass of the people will quietly dispossess the 
capitalists and themselves take over the wealth and the means of 
producing wealth which is theirs by right. 

These were the ideas of Marx about economic theory and the 
philosophy of history. His philosophy aimed to prove that the 
forces of history would bring about a social revolution which would 
establish a democratic government and social equality. But the 
course of events has been very different from what Marx predicted. 
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Only ill Russia has there been a ''proletarian'' revolution; and 
the Russian revolution has failed to establish either a democratic 
government or equality among the workers. 

AnarcMsm: How Proudhon and Bakunin proclaimed that all 
government is an evil and ought to be abolished. Socialism and 
anarchism agreed in this : that under the present system of society 
the workers were enslaved. They differed radically in this : that 
whereas socialism aimed to free the workers by placing industries 
under the control of democratic governments, anarchism aimed to 
free the workers by abolishing all government. 

The theory of anarchism is an old one ; but in its modern form it 
was first formulated clearly by Pierre Joseph Proudhon (1809-1865) , 
who also coined the word anarchism by which the modern theory 
is known. In 1840 Proudhon published a book entitled What is 
Property? According to Proudhon the answer is, "Property is 
theft." But the possession of property is guaranteed by govern- 
ment — that is, by the exercise of organized force. He says it 
matters little whether property is owned by individuals or by the 
government, since in either case some people will be forcibly 
deprived of the use of it. The real evil which robs people of their 
liberty is thus organized force in the form of governments. Men 
will not be free, therefore, until all governments, all force, all com- 
pulsion are done away with. " No more parties, no more authority ; 
absolute liberty for man and citizen." Such was Proudhon's 
theory of anarchism — idealistic and quite impractical. Such a 
theory has never worked and obviously could not work in our 
complex modern societies. 

Proudhon's anarchism would probably have had little influence 
if it had not been adopted and propagated by Mikhail Bakunin 
(1814-1876). Bakunin, a Russian noble, was educated in Germany 
and later went to France, where he met Proudhon and was engaged 
in the Revolution of 1848, He was ordered to return to Russia, 
and when he refused to return, the Russian government confiscated 
his property. In 1849 he was engaged in revolutionary activities 
in Dresden, but was arrested, returned to Russia, and exiled to 
Siberia. Escaping in i86r, he returned to Europe and joined an 
organization founded by Karl Marx five years before-— the 
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International Workingmen’s Association, commonly known as the 
first International” The International had adopted the so-called 
''scientific” socialism; but Bakunin tried to get it to adopt his 
anarchist philosophy. In opposition to Marx, Bakunin urged the 
workers not to vote at elections, not to form political parties, and 
not to work for laws designed to protect the interests of the working 
classes. He said : "We object to all legislation, all authority, and 
all influence . . . official and legal, even when it is based on universal 
suffrage.” After three years of violent disputes between Marx and 
Bakunin, the latter was expelled from the international at the 
Hague Congress in 1872, 

Although expelled from the International, Bakunin had his fol- 
lowers, and his doctrines lived on. They had a curious history. 
Bakunin himself was a mild-mannered man, chiefly interested in 
propagating the theory that government is an evil and ought to be 
abolished. Many peaceful men have embraced the doctrine. The 
famous Russian novelist, Count Leo Tolstoy, was an Anarchist of 
this sort. He taught that it was wrong to exert physical force of 
any kind against anyone. But he accepted the teaching of Jesus 
literally — that it was as wrong to resist the use of force as it was 
to exert it. He was a " passive-resistance ” Anarchist, and there 
have been many such. 

Few of the followers of Proudhon and Bakunin were willing to 
carry their doctrine to this logical conclusion. Believing that 
government was an evil, they felt that something more than talk 
was necessary to get rid of it. The use of force might be wrong, 
but as long as governments used force to persecute Anarchists it was 
right for Anarchists to use force to terrorize governments. Thus 
the Russian revolutionists known as " Terrorists ” organized them- 
selves secretly, engineered plots for the assassination of officials in 
high places, and ended by killing the Tsar Alexander II in 1881. 
In western Europe also there were little scattered secret groups of 
Anarchists, associating themselves with the labor unions, advocating 
the " general strike,” and laying plans for the coming social revolu- 
tion. Some of them were extremists, eager for the adoption of the 
methods of the Russian Terrorists. In 1892 a bomb was exploded 
in the French Chamber of Deputies by the Anarchist, Vaillant. 
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His defense was: '‘There can be no innocent bourgeois/’ In 
1894 President Carnot was assassinated at Lyon. A few years 
later the Empress Elizabeth of Austria and President McKinley of 
the United States suffered the same fate. 

Such is the inconsistency of the human mind! A doctrine 
designed to free mankind from the use of physical force came to be 
professed by stern fanatics, who dedicated their lives* to the sacred 

cause of bringing peace on earth 
and goodwill to men by means of 
bombs and daggers. The result 
was that in the popular mind an- 
archism came to be associated with 
extreme violence ; an Anarchist was 
thought of as a bearded and sinister- 
looking person with a bomb in his 
pocket, waiting for the appointed 
time to blow up a building or mur- 
der a president or a king. 

How the industrial workers were 
supported by many people who 
became socialistic without being 
Socialists. Outside of Russia, an- 
archism had but little influence. 
The majority of industrial workers 
of western Europe accepted, in part, 
“scientific” socialism. To defend 
their interests they formed labor 
unions, and in order to obtain higher wages and shorter hours of 
labor the labor unions organized strikes, which sometimes succeeded 
and sometimes failed, and were in any case expensive. Sooner 
or later, therefore, in nearly every country, the workers made 
use of the political weapon. They organized political parties 
of their own. The first of these was the German Social-Demo- 
cratic Labor party (1875). Similar parties were organized 
in other countries: in Belgium, the Socialist party, 1885; in 
Austria, the Social Democratic party, 1888; in France, the 
United Socialist party, 1905 ; in Great Britain, the Labor party. 
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anarchist and socialist ideas com- 
mon in the late nineteenth century. 
Anarchy is setting off dynamite to 
blow up society, which rests on 
law, property, and religion. 
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1906. All of these parties accepted the doctrine of “scientific” 
socialism, or some modification of it, and all adopted a program of 
social reform designed to protect the interests of the workingmen 
against capitalists, the poor against the rich. 

At first these Socialist workingmen^s parties polled but few votes, 
but after about 1900 they had a rapid and an astonishing success. 
By 1914 the Socialist parties in Germany and France, for example, 
were among the strongest parties in those countries. But it would 
be a great mistake to suppose that the industrial workers achieved 
this success by themselves, or that all of the people who voted for 
Socialist candidates were Socialists. In this movement for social 
reform the industrial workers were supported by many people who 
were not themselves industrial workers, many people who were 
socialistic without being Socialists. We must now see who these 
people were, and why they supported the Socialist parties. 

One marked characteristic of the last fifty years has been the 
growth, among all classes of people, oidi sense of social responsibility. 
What does this mean? It means something more than sympathy 
with the poor and oppressed. Humane sympathy is nothing new 
in the world ; but formerly the relief of poverty was commonly left 
to the churches and to kind-hearted individuals. It is easy for you 
or me to give a dime to a beggar ; easy for the churches or the 
government to provide homes for the aged and the infirm. “ How- 
grateful they must be,” we are apt to think ; and perhaps we are 
mildly surprised or indignant if the beggar scowls at us while taking 
our dime, or if the aged seem not entirely happy in their scrubbed 
homes that smell of soap or formaldehyde. But the beggar may 
very well ask, “ Why am I, and not you, the beggar? ” And those 
old people in the poorhouse may be thinking, “ Why is it that after 
working hard all our lives we have not enough to live on when we 
are old and helpless? 

During the last fifty years intelligent and well-to-do people have 
taken these questions more seriously. Much more than formerly, 
such people are apt to say : “ Perhaps it is the beggar’s misfortune, 
rather than his fault, that he is a beggar. Perhaps it is the fault of 
society ■— of all of us — if the common man cannot earn enough to 
keep himself when he is old. Perhaps it is our business to present 
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poverty rather than simply to reli&oe it. Perhaps it is the duty of 
governments, with all of modern scientific knowledge at their dis- 
posal, to devise laws which will abolish poverty by distributing the 
accumulated wealth of society more justly/' Thus it happened 
that many educated and well-to-do people sympathized with the 
industrial workers. Some of them even accepted the doctrines of 
“scientific" socialism ; but most of them preferred a less revolution- 
ary doctrine. They therefore called themselves either “Christian 
Socialists" or “State Socialists." 

Christian socialism spread chiefly within the churches. Many 
ministers and priests felt that the capitalist system was unchristian, 
since it imposed poverty on the mass of the workers while the rich 
employers and capitalists lived in palaces. In Catholic countries 
Christian socialism was made respectable by Pope Leo XIII, who 
issued in 1891 an official letter in which he deplored the greed of 
employers and declared that the conditions of labor ought to be 
improved. Following this lead, Catholic political parties, such as 
the Center party in Germany and the Catholic party in Belgium, 
although strongly opposed to “scientific" socialism, were quite 
ready to support the Socialist parties in their effort to obtain social 
reform — legislation favorable to the working classes. 

Towards the end of the nineteenth century State socialism was 
made respectable by professors of economics in the universities. 
In the early nineteenth century the British school of “ classical 
economists," follow^ers of Adam Smith, taught the laissez-faire 
theory of government — the “ let alone " theory. They said : 
“ Governments should confine their activities to the protection of 
life and property and the defense of the country against its enemies ; 
they should not try to regulate trade or industry, or to bring about 
a more equitable distribution of wealth between rich and poor." 
In the middle of the century John Stuart Mill criticized this doctrine, 
and towards the end of the century certain German economists 
(Professors Schmoller, Roscher, and Wagner) abandoned it alto- 
gether. They said : It is the duty of the government to advance 
the w^elfare of all the people, not only by protecting life and property 
but by passing laws which will distribute property more equitably 
and make life more worth living for the mass of the people." These 



SOCIALISM AND THE CONFLICT OVER SOCIAL REFORM 541 



Telegraph Ofeice, 1870 
From a contemporary drawing. 

economists did not agree with the “scientific’' socialists that labor 
is the sole source of wealth ; they did not accept the doctrine of the 
“social revolution." Their ideas spread to other countries, and 
thousands of people in every country, including the so-called 
“intellectuals" — professors and writers of books — came to look 
with favor on social reform, and even to advocate the state owner- 
ship of certain industries, such as railroads and telegraph lines, 
which affected the lives of all the people. Thus, many people who 
were not themselves industrial workers came to look with favor on 
the effort of the industrial workers to better their condition. Thou- 
sands of moderately well-to-do people — shopkeepers, clerks, doc- 
tors, lawyers, teachers, and small farmers — • voted for the candi- 
dates of the Socialist parties because these parties favored a more 
equitable distribution of wealth among the people as a whole. 

Meantime, just as the workers found many socialistic friends to 
support them in their conflict with capital, so the capitalists found 
many anti-socialistic friends to support them in their conflict with 
labor. 
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How many people, for religious or patriotic reasons, supported 
the capitalists against the workers. Of course it is easy to under- 
stand why the capitalists — the owners of big and little industries 
— were not in favor of the socialistic programs of reform. They 
naturally wished to conduct their businesses as they judged best. 
To them strikes were an evil, because they wasted time and demoral- 
ized the workers. They felt that it was necessary to resist the labor 
unions even when their demands might be justified. It would 
never do to yield to a threatened strike since, if the workers got 
what they wanted the first time, they would try it again, and there 
w^ould be no end to their demands for higher wages and shorter 
hours. Besides, the capitalists often maintained that the unham- 
pered development of business was a good thing for everyone, includ- 
ing the laborers. They said in substance : “If you interfere with 
our business by strikes or by hostile legislation, our profits will be 
reduced. With reduced profits we cannot afiord to expand our 
business and perhaps we shall be forced to close it down altogether. 
In either case there will be hard times, and many laborers will be 
out of jobs. Interfere with industry and you hamper the very 
thing which makes the entire community prosperous.^’ 

The argument of the great capitalists seemed very reasonable to 
many people besides the owners of the great industries. It seemed 
reasonable to the owmers of small businesses, to rich landowners, 
to bankers and promoters, to Speculators on the stock exchange, to 
lawyers who looked after the interests of business corporations, to 
the people who lived on money invested in stocks and bonds, and 
to the thousands of people who were connected in a business or so- 
cial way with the rich and powerful classes. 

But people are not influenced solely by their economic interests 
or their social connections ; and in every country thousands, even 
millions, of people, rich and poor alike, united in opposition to so- 
cialism on religious or patriotic grounds, 

I. Religious opposition to socialism, “Scientific” socialism was 
strongly “ anti-clerical” It taught that Christianity was a religion 
cleverly designed to keep the poor enslaved by teaching them that 
they would be rewarded in a future life if they patiently endured the 
trials and tribulations of this one. Naturally, its followers, the 
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Socialist working classes of Europe, were commonly indifferent 
or actively hostile to the churches, Catholic and Protestant alike. 
Religious people naturally resented the contempt with which 
Socialists spoke of their most cherished beliefs ; and many people 
who were not themselves religious felt that if Christianity were 
discredited the very foundations of morality would be destroyed. 
Socialism was therefore feared and hated by conservative-minded 
people because socialistic ideas were ‘^anti-religious,” “atheistical,” 
and “immoral” in their tendency. 

2. Patriotic opposition to socialism. “Scientific” socialism was 
“international” in its outlook. It taught that the real opposi- 
tion of interests in modern society was not between one nation and 
another but between the workers of all nations and the capitalists of 
all nations. The opposition between one nation and another — 
such, for example, as the rivalry between France and Germany 
which led to the Franco-Prussian War — was a , sham opposition, a 
kind of game played by the ruling classes in both countries in order 
to arouse the patriotic emotions of the people and so keep them 
enslaved by keeping them divided. The Socialist working classes 
in Europe generally accepted this doctrine. No war, they said, 
could ever benefit the workers of either country concerned in it; 
whichever country won the war, the people in both would suffer 
from it and pay for it. The Socialist parties were therefore gener- 
ally anti-military and anti-nationalist. They opposed big armies 
and navies, denounced secret diplomacy and secret treaties, and 
maintained that the colonial expansion of European powers in 
Africa and Asia was a game beneficial to the rich but likely to in- 
volve the people in expensive and disastrous wars. Socialism was 
therefore feared and hated by many people, not only because it 
was anti-religious but also because it seemed unpatriotic, if not 
actually treasonable. 

Thus it happened that, just as the workers found many friends 
who were not themselves industrial workers, so the capitalists 
found many friends who were not themselves capitalists. And 
just as the workers and their friends were inclined to support the 
workingmen^s Socialist parties, so the capitalists and their friends 
were inclined to support the old conservative parties. Between 
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1900 and 1914 this separation of the people into conservative and 
radical groups became more or less pronounced in nearly every 
European country. Moreover, the conflict between them came to 
be something more than a mere quarrel over wages and hours of 
labor. Generally speaking, they divided on three main issues: 
(i) social reform — the question of the extent to which the govern- 
ment should make laws designed to benefit the poor as against the 
rich ; (2) national defense — the question as to whether it was 
necessary or wise to build up great armies and navies in order to 
preserve the peace by a vigorous defense of national interests ; 
(3) iniperialisfn — the question as to whether it was necessary or 
wise for European pow^ers to acquire colonies and ^‘spheres of 
influence ” in Africa and Asia. The workingmen’s Socialist parties 
were strongly in favor of the first — social reform ; and they were 
inclined to be anti-nationalist, anti-militarist, and anti-imperialistic. 
The conservative parties, on the other hand, were strongly nation- 
alist and imperialistic, but they were inclined to be indifferent, if 
not actively hostile, to social reform. 

A look backward and a look forward. In this chapter we have 
learned how the Industrial Revolution separated the employers 
from the laborers and gave them conflicting interests to quarrel 
about. We have seen how this conflict gave rise to a new social and 
political philosophy, known as socialism. We have seen how the 
working classes formed political parties, based on the philosophy of 
socialism and presenting certain specific programs of social reform. 
We have seen how the people divided, some supporting the working 
classes and some the capitalist classes. We have also seen how the 
two groups of people were opposed to each other, not only on the 
question of social reform but on the two other important questions 
— the question of nationalism and the question of imperialism. 
We have dealt with these new conflicts in a general w^ay, as they 
arose in Europe as a whole. In the next chapter we shall deal 
with them more concretely, as they arose and worked themselves 
out in certain countries. The countries chosen to illustrate con- 
cretely the rise of the social conflict are Germany, France, and 
England. 
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QUESTIONS 

1. How did the Industrial Revolution change the relation of laborers 
and employers ? Why were wages low in the early stages of the Indus- 
trial Revolution? When did the laborers obtain the right to vote and 
to strike? How did they use these weapoi^ to defend their interests? 

2. Who was Karl Marx? What were his chief writings? State 
briefly his theory of ‘‘scientific” socialism. Was his theory really scien- 
tific? Do leading economists today believe in “scientific” socialism? 

3. What was Proudhon’s theory of anarchism ? How did the anarch- 
ism of Tolstoy differ from the anarchism of the man who threw a bomb 
into the French Chamber of Deputies? Why did most people come to 
associate anarchism with extreme violence ? 

4. Name some of the Socialist parties formed between 1875 and 1906. 
What is meant by “Christian socialism”? by “state socialism”? What 
is the difference between state socialism and “scientific” socialism? 
What classes of people w^ere inclined to sympathize with the laborers? 
Why did most of them prefer to be called “Christian Socialists,” or “ State 
Socialists,” rather than “Scientific Socialists”? 

5. Why were the capitalists opposed to socialism and to social 
reform ? Why did many people who were not capitalists oppose socialism 
and the Socialist parties? What is meant by nationalism? by mili- 
tarism. ? by imperialism ? How did the capitalistic Conservative parties 
and the workingmen’s Socialist parties differ in respect to these issues ? 
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Silhouettes Drawn in 1887 
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C HAPTER XVin. HOW THE SOCIAL CONFLICT DEVEL- 
OPED IN THREE COUNTRIES — GERMANY, FRANCE, AND 
ENGLAND 

The association of progress with poverty is the great enigma of our times. 

Henry George 

An apology for neglecting the history of many countries. In the 
last chapter we learned something about the general character of the 
social conflict. What was said of it would be true of any country 
in which the Industrial Revolution occurred. But the special 
problems which it raised, the particular conflicts which these prob- 
lems gave rise to, and the measures taken to solve the problems 
were somewhat different in different countries. In this chapter we 
shall study the social conflict more concretely, as it developed in 
particular countries; and the countries chosen for this purpose 
are Germany, France, and England. 

Why do we choose these countries, rejecting so many others? 
Partly, no doubt, because these were the countries whose activities 
were likely to have a greater influence in Europe than the activities 
of any others ; but chiefly because these countries differed widely in 
historical traditions, in political customs, and in national tempera- 
ment. Germany is chosen because it represents the Germanic 
countries and the countries with a strong monarchical tradition. 
France is chosen because it represents the Latin countries, and 
because its political traditions were revolutionary and democratic. 
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England is chosen because — well, because it is England, an island 
country separated from the Continent, a country whose traditions 
were neither revolutionary nor monarchical but a little of both, a 
country whose political customs were different from those of any 
Continental country. These three countries will therefore provide 
us with all the variety we need for illustrative purposes. By study- 
ing their history we shall meet with various brands of socialism, with 
various kinds of political parties and political conflicts, and with 
various types of practical programs for social reform. 

I- Germany, 1871-1914 

We meet Bismarck again and learn briefly what he was up to 
after 1871. When last we heard of Bismarck he had just completed 
the formation of the new German Empire after the Franco-Prussian 
War (see p. 454). For nearly twenty years (1871-1890) he held the 
office of chancellor (prime minister) in the imperial government; 
and during that time he was, far more than the emperor himself, 
the real ruler of Germany. Bismarck had no faith in the capacity 
of the people to govern themselves successfully. He therefore tried 
to organize the government of the new empire in such a way that 
the emperor and his ministers would never be dependent on the 
will of the people, never have to submit to the dictation of the 
popular assembly (Reichstag), never have to make serious conces- 
sions to the radical parties, whether Liberal or Socialist. Bis- 
marck’s methods were nevertheless often very devious ; and as it 
happened, in order to accomplish this last object, he found it con- 
venient, during the first seven years of his chancellorship, to join 
hands with the Liberals and to adopt, or seem to adopt, a Liberal 
policy. 

How Bismarck became a Liberal in order to make the new empire 
a 'Agoing concern, »» 1871-1878. The problem which confronted 
Bismarck in 1871 was similar to that which confronted Washington 
and Hamilton in 1787 when the present Constitution of the United 
States was adopted. In 1787 few people in the United States 
were very enthusiastic about the new federal union. Much the 
same condition existed in Germany in 1871, Many people were 
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indifferent to the new empire; many were hostile. Bismarck’s 
problem was to get the new imperial institutions to work smoothly, 
to win the support of the people who were indifferent, to reconcile 
those who were hostile. In short, his first task was to make the new 
empire a going concern.” 

The attitude of the people towards Bismarck and the new empire 
was reflected by the political parties in the Reichstag. The Con- 
servative party was chiefly a Prussian party, composed of the land- 
owning nobles and of high officers in the government and the army. 
Like Bismarck, the Conservatives were opposed to popular gov- 
ernment ; unlike him many of them were at first not very enthu- 
siastic about the new empire. The Progressive Liberal party was 
composed mostly of workingmen and lower middle-class people. 
The Progressive Liberals were less interested in the government of 
the empire than in the government of Prussia ; and they disliked 
Bismarck because he was opposed to any reform of The Prussian 
government. The Center party was a new party, formed by the 
Catholics, who were a minority in the empire, and who feared that 
the imperial government might interfere with their religious liberty. 
These were the parties that at first were hostile to Bismarck and 
not much interested in the new empire. 

One party only was enthusiastic about the new empire and ready 
to help Bismarck make it a success. This was the National Liberal 
party. It was composed of upper middle-class people, educated 
and fairly wealthy or well-to-do people — business men, officials, 
lawyers, professors, and men of letters. The National Liberals 
admired Bismarck and believed that the unification of Germany 
under the German Empire was a great step forward for Germany. 
They wished to make the new empire a successful and a powerful 
state. In all this they agreed with Bismarck. But unlike Bis- 
marck, they accepted the ordinary liberal doctrines. They be- 
lieved in free trade, free speech, free press, and popular government. 
They were anti-clerical — opposed to the political doctrines of the 
Catholic Church. Above all, they believed that the Reichstag 
should, like the English House of Commons, exercise a controlling 
influence over the emperor and his ministers; The National Lib- 
erals were ready to help Bismarck make the new empire a strong 
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and successful government, if he would fall in with their ideas and 
make it a truly liberal government. 

At first, therefore, Bismarck had to work with the National 
Liberal party, not only because it was one of the strongest parties 
in the Reichstag but because it was the only party that was ready 
to support him. To get their support he had to adopt, temporarily, 
a liberal policy. To please the Liberals he adopted and partly 
carried out a policy of free trade. To please them he had to allow 
the Reichstag a greater control over the army than he would have 
preferred. But the chief of Bismarck’s liberal activities was 
his fight with the Catholic Church. This struggle is known 
as the KuUiirkampf fight for civilization ”)• 1872-1874 

many anti-clerical laws were passed. The Jesuits were expelled 
from Germany, and diplomatic relations with the Pope sus- 
pended. In Prussia, Catholic schools were subject to government 
supervision, ^nd no one was permitted to become a Catholic priest 
unless he was a German who had studied three years in a German 
university. These anti-clerical laws pleased the Liberals, but they 
were not so popular in Germany as Bismarck doubtless hoped they 
would be. It was found impossible to enforce most of them, and 
they strengthened rather than weakened the church in Germany. 

Bismarck always regarded his alliance with the National Liberals 
as temporary — a necessary move in the political game. In his 
Reminiscences he says that the granting of universal suffrage in the 
constitution of the empire was a species of political blackmail.” 
In order to get the support of the German Liberals for the unifica- 
tion of Germany and the establishment of the empire it was neces- 
sary to bribe them with the promise of popular government. When 
the empire was once firmly established it would be easy, Bismarck 
said, to set the clock back.” 

In 1878 it seemed to Bismarck that the time had come to set the 
clock back. With the help of the Liberals, the difficult task of ad- 
justing the relations of the states to the federal government had 
been fairly well accomplished. The new empire was recognized 
as the strongest state in Europe, and Bismarck was at the height of 
his fame and infiuence. Bismarck felt, therefore, that the Liberals 
had served their purpose, and he determined to break with them 
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at the first favorable opportunity, and to base his government on 
the support of the Conservative parties. In doing this he was 
greatly helped by the rise of socialism and the popular fear of the 
new doctrines. 

How the rise of socialism helped Bismarck to break with the 
National Liberal party. For some years the doctrines of socialism 
had been spreading among the German workingmen. Until 1875, 
the workingmen were divided into two associations with different 
ideas about what should be done. But in 1875 ^ congress was 
held at Gotha in order to compromise their differences ; and under 
the leadership of William Liebknecht and August Bebel, two able 
party organizers, the two associations were united into one — the 
German Social-Democratic Labor party, whose members were 
commonly called the Social Democrats.’’ 

The new party adopted what is known as the Gotha Program, 
consisting of (i) a statement of principles and (2) a practical 
political program. In its statement of principles the Gotha Program 
accepted a modification of the theory of ‘^scientific” socialism. It 
declared that “labor is the sole source of wealth,” and that therefore 
the “means of wealth ’’(land, factories, and machines by which labor 
produces wealth) should be transferred from private ownership to 
state ownership. In its platform of political action the Gotha 
Program declared that the new party would work for social legis- 
lation beneficial to the mass of the people, and especially to the 
industrial workers. In short, immediate social reform, and the 
ultimate transfer of the great industries from private to public 
ownership — such was the 'Gotha Program of the new Social- 
Democratic Labor party. 

Two years later (1877) the new party polled nearly half a million 
votes, and elected twelve deputies to the Reichstag. Many people 
began to take an interest in the new party and its activities, to fear 
it, and to wonder if something should not be done to suppress it. 
Among those who felt that socialism was a dangerous menace to 
society was Bismarck. In the Reichstag he had often thundered 
against the Socialists and their ideas — “ utopian nonsense, the 
ideas of those who believe that roast pigeons will fly into their 
mouths.” Bismarck seems often to have been greatly favored by 
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luck; and as it happened, in 1878, just when he was preparing to 
break with the National Liberal party, two lucky chances enabled 
him to make use of the Socialist menace to accomplish that object. 

One day in May, 1878, Bismarck was informed that a man by the 
name of Hodel had fired a shot at the aged Emperor William. 
Bismarck exclaimed, Now weVe got them.” His informant 
asked, ‘'The Socialists, Your Excellency?” Bismarck replied, 
“ No, the Liberals.” Bismarck knew well that the National Lib- 
erals were strongly opposed to socialism. But he knew that the 
attempt on the' emperor’s life would be charged to the Socialists; 
and he hoped that the fear of socialism would make even Liberal 
ideas unpopular. He at once introduced into the Reichstag a 
hastily prepared measure designed to suppress the Socialist party. 
The Liberal parties opposed it and it was rejected. Then a second 
lucky chance favored Bismarck’s plans. The emperor was fired 
upon a second time, by a man named Nobiling, and seriously 
wounded. Hearing of this, Bismarck said, “ In that case we will 
dissolve the Reichstag.” He hoped that in the new elections the 
people would desert the Liberal parties. t 

Bismarck’s hopes were justified. The people were infuriated by 
these attempts to assassinate their beloved emperor. It mattered 
not that the first assassin, Hodel, was a worthless fellow who had 
been expelled from the Socialist party, and that the second, Nobi- 
ling, had never been a member of it. The people easily believed 
that such acts were the natural result of Socialist ideas, and Bis- 
marck used every means to confirm them in that belief. People 
wanted socialism suppressed. They were indignant with the 
Liberal deputies in the last Reichstag who had voted against Bis- 
marck’s repressive measures. The result of the new elections was 
therefore what Bismarck had desired — the liberal parties lost 
control of the Reichstag. 

Bismarck now abandoned his Liberal policies and made his peace 
with the Conservatives. To win over the Catholic Center he 
abandoned the Kidturkampf. The laws against the Catholic 
priests (except those against the Jesuits) were suspended. As it 
happened, in 1878 a new Pope was elected “ Leo XIII. Leo 
proved to be more friendly to modern ideas than Pius IX had been. 
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Attempted Assassination op William I 
From a sketch by PI. Liiders in the Illustrirte Zeitung, May 25, 1878. 


He gave Catholics to understand that it was quite possible for them 
to be good Catholics and at the same time loyal to the governments 
under which they lived. This smoothed the way for re-establishing 
friendly relations between the German government and the papacy. 
These measures pleased the Center party and made it more dis- 
posed to support Bismarck^s measures. 

The Conservative party was won over, partly by Bismarck’s 
hostility to the Socialists, and partly by the fact that he was now 
ready to abandon the policy of free trade. The great landowners 
of Prussia wanted duties levied on farm products, especially on the 
importation of Russian grain, so that they could get higher prices 
for their own products. At the same time the people interested in 
developing German industries, especially the iron and cloth in- 
dustries, wanted tariffs on manufactured commodities in order 
to protect them against English competition. To please the land- 
owners and the manufacturers Bismarck therefore introduced a 
tariff bill into the Reichstag in 1879. Supported by the Conserva- 
tives, by those National Liberals who represented the great indus- 
trial interests, and by the Center, the tariff bill was passed by a 
large majority. This was a great victory for Bismarck, not only 
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because the Liberals were defeated but because it was the beginning 
of the disruption of the powerful National Liberal Party. From 
this time on something less than half of the old National Liberals 
continued to support Bismarck ; the rest of them ultimately formed 
a union with the Progressive Liberals. 

Bismarck’s break with the Liberals was now complete. From 
1879 to 1890 his government was supported by a “ Conservative 
block ” composed of the Conservatives, the Center, and what 
remained of the old National Liberals. With this strong Conserva- 
tive support Bismarck set himself the congenial task of destroying 
the Social-Democratic party and utterly rooting out Socialist ideas. 
Thus the clock would be effectively '' set back.” Let us see whether 
he succeeded. 

How Bismarck tried in vain to destroy socialism in Germany, 
1878-1890. In his effort to destroy socialism Bismarck employed 
two methods. The first was to make it dangerous to be a Socialist 
or to belong to a Socialist organization. As soon as the new Reichs- 
tag assembled in 1878, measures were passed outlawing the Social- 
ist party, suppressing its newspapers, and prohibiting its meetings. 
Socialist meetings had to be held on the sly. Newspapers had to 
be printed abroad and smuggled into Germany. Leaders were 
arrested and imprisoned or else expelled from the country. These 
laws were in force until 1890. During this time the life of the 
German Socialist was that of a criminal seeking to escape the police. 

The second method employed by Bismarck was to wean the 
working classes away from Socialist ideas by conferring benefits 
upon them. In 1883, 1884, and 1887 he with dif&culty got the 
Reichstag to pass what were called the Social Insurance Acts. 
These laws provided that in case of illness, accident, or old-age in- 
capacity, the workers should be paid, a sum of money on which to 
live. 

The world was much astonished, and somewhat amused, to see 
Bismarck, the tough old Conservative, favor what was then re- 
garded as a species of state socialism. But Bismarck’s '' socialism ” 
was designed only in part to benefit the workers. It was chiefly 
designed to place them under obligations to the government, in 
the hope that they would then hesitate to join a Socialist organiza- 
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tion for fear of losing their insurance. In advocating the law of 
1884, Bismarck said : 

Give the workingman the right to work as long as he is healthy ; 
assure him care when he is sick ; assure him maintenance when he is 
old. If you do that and do not fear the sacrifice, or cry out state 
socialism'^ — if the state will show a little more Christian solicitude 
for the -workingmen, then I believe the gentlemen of the Social- 
Democratic program will sound their bird-calls in vain. 

Bismarck's attempt to destroy socialism was a complete failure. 
For twelve years, in spite of repressive laws and a vigilant police, 
the Socialists managed to hold together somehow. Somehow 
secret meetings were held and newspapers — -printed abroad and 
smuggled in — were somehow circulated. At each election candi- 
dates -were agreed upon by the party that had no legal existence, 
and more people voted for the Socialist candidates during the years 
of repressive legislation than ever before. In 1887 the Socialist 
candidates polled 673,000 votes; in 1890, nearly a million and a 
half. For twelve years Bismarck had used all the resources of a 
powerful government to destroy the Social-Democratic party ; at 
the end of that time the party was three times as strong as it had 
been in the beginning. 

August Bebel, in his book entitled My Life^ gives us an interesting 
account of his experiences, in prison and out, as a leader of the 
Socialists, Anyone who wishes to understand modern socialism 
should read his book. Bebei w-as no wild-eyed Anarchist carrying 
a bomb under his coat-tail. He was a self-educated workingman, 
mild and humane, saddened by the misery of life and inspired by a 
deep sympathy for the poor. For Bebel and his companions, social- 
ism was a reiigion. They regarded themselves as martyrs enduring 
persecution for an ideal of human happiness. They never doubted 
that ideas were stronger than policemen's clubs and prison bars ; 
and Bebel was not so much angry with Bismarck as sorry for him, 
regretting that so great a man could be so blind to the truth. 
Speaking of Bismarck, he says : 

Bismarck w^as always a man of wrath, eager to crush and abolish 
any tendency of the times, which he found inconvenient or dis- 
agreeable, by the application of coercive measures. He applied 
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such measures to the Roman Catholic Church, the Polish National 
movement, and to Social Democracy. And he was never converted 
from this standpoint, although at the end of his life it was plain as 
day that it had been a mistake. He was the vanquished, not the 
victor.^ 

There is much truth in this. The mighty Bismarck, who easily 
outwitted diplomatists and defeated kings and emperors, was 
beaten by a handful of obscure 
men like Bebel and Liebknecht. In 
1890, the very year that Bismarck 
retired, the repressive laws were 
repealed. The Social-Democratic 
party at once resumed its public 
activities, and after 1890 it rapidly 
increased in numbers and influence. 

What is the explanation of this 
rapid growth of the Social-Demo- 
cratic party? Does it mean that 
the German people were turning 
Socialists and preparing for the 
social revolution predicted by the 

scientific ’’ Socialists ? Not at all. 

It means that during the period 
from 1890 to 1914 the Socialists An engraving made about the time 
adopted less revolutionary doc- Bismarck’s retirement from 
trines. As their doctrines became oBcq , 1890. 

less revolutionary, they became less feared, and many people who 
were not Socialists voted for the candidates of the Socialist party. 

How the Socialists revised their doctrines and thereby won many 
votes. In 1 890, when Bismarck^s repressive measures were repealed, 
Marx had been dead seven years, and his influence was declining. 
Many Socialists now thought that he had been mistaken in pre- 
dicting the speedy collapse of the capitalist system. The capitalist 
system seemed, indeed, to be thriving mightily. Germany was 
rapidly becoming one of the leading industrial countries of the world. 



1 August Bebel, My Life. Reprinted by permission of the University of Chicago 
Press. 
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Statistics seemed to prove that land and capital were not being 
concentrated in the hands of very rich capitalists and that the 
mass of the people were not being reduced to wage slaves. On 
the contrary, Germany was prospering, and the working classes 
were better off than formerly. The social revolution seemed a 
long time coming. Many Socialists felt, therefore, that the doctrines 
of "scientific” socialism needed to be revised. The leader of the 
"Revisionists” was Edward .Bernstein. Bernstein maintained 
that the social revolution would come, not by any sudden revolu- 
tionary upheaval, but by a slow and peaceful evolution. The thing 
for the Socialists to do, he said, was to gain political power and 
to get what they wanted by forcing the government to pass laws 
favorable to the mass of the people. 

The Socialists revised their program at a conference at Erfurt 
in 1891. The Erfurt Program reaffirmed the theories of the ^^scien- 
tific” Socialists, but it did not emphasize the idea of the coming 
social revolution so much as the Gotha Program had done. In 
the Erfurt Program the chief emphasis was placed on the practical 
legislative reforms which the party would work for. The list of 
reforms demanded was a long one. It may be summarized under 
two main heads : 

1. General measures designed to benefit the people as a whole: 

(1) universal, equal, and direct suffrage, with vote by ballot, for 
all men and women twenty years of age or over, and abolition of 
all laws restricting the rights of women as compared with men; 

(2) direct control of legislation by the people through the initiative 
and referendum ; (3) military training for all citizens and the aboli- 
tion of standing armies ; (4) complete freedom of the press, of reli- 
gion, and of assembly; (5) income taxes in proportion to wealth; 
(6.) compulsory universal education in free public schools ; (7) free 
legal advice and free administration of justice ; (8) free medical 
service and free burial for the poor., 

2. Special measures designed to benefit the industrial workers: 
(i) eight-hour working day ; (2) one day of continuous rest every 
week for all workers ; (3) non-employment of children under four- 
teen; (4) prohibition of night work, with certain exceptions; 
(5) complete right of forming labor unions and of collective bar- 
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gaining; (6) extension of the system of workmen's insurance; 
(7) of&cial inspection of factories to secure the rights of laborers. 

It is easy to see that such a program would appeal to many 
people. The first part would appeal to many people who were 
neither industrial workers nor Socialists. People who wanted equal 
rights for women, democratic suffrage, or the initiative and referen- 
dum; people who wanted free education, free medical and legal 
service, heavy taxes on the rich ; people who were opposed to huge 
armies and compulsory military service — to all such the Socialist 
program was attractive. And in fact the success of the Social- 
Democratic party in winning the votes of these people was striking. 
In 1898 the party polled more than two million votes; in 1907 
more than three million; in 1912 more than four million. At the 
opening of the Great War in 1914 the Social-Democratic party 
was the strongest party in the Reichstag, with a representation of 
no deputies. Three-fourths of the people who voted for these 
deputies were not themselves members of the Socialistic organiza- 
tion. They were small shopkeepers, clerks, school teachers, doc- 
tors, lawyers, professors, men of letters, or small farmers. Thus 
it happened that during the years 1891-1914 the Social-Democratic 
party replaced the old Liberal parties as the party which repre- 
sented the interests of the mass of the people in opposition to the 
upper and ruling classes. 

What part of the Socialist program was enacted into law? Not 
all of it by any means. During the years 1891-1914 something 
was done to realize the second part of the Erfurt Program. Bis- 
marck’s labor insurance measures were extended and improved ; 
and in 1911 the so-called Code of Social Insurance was adopted — 
the most elaborate system of labor insurance in the world. It 
provided for compulsory insurance for virtually all workers (in- 
cluding teachers and actors) receiving less than $ 500 a year. The 
necessary fund was raised by contributions from the workers, from 
the employers, and in some cases from the state or the local govern- 
ment. From this fund ill or injured workers so insured received 
enough to live on while disabled;' and all persons so insured re- 
ceived a pension when they became too old to work. There was 
also a Commercial Code, a set of regulations enacted by the vari- 
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ous states or by the imperial government and designed to pro- 
tect the interests of the industrial workers by limiting the hours 
of labor, restricting the employment of women and children, and 
requiring employers to establish in their industries safe and sanitary 
conditions for their employees. Although such measures were 
often supported by the Conservatives and the Center, the Social 
Democrats exerted a great influence in creating the public opinion 
that made it possible to enact them. 

Much less was done to realize the first part of the Erfurt Program, 
since the Conservative parties, upon which the government relied 
for support, rarely favored any part of it. The Prussian system 
of voting, in which the poor man’s vote counted for much less than 
that of the rich man, remained in force. In the German Empire 
women were not given the right to vote until after the war. Need- 
less to say, the standing army was not abolished. On the con- 
trary, it was during these years (1891-1914) that Germany became 
more aggressively militaristic than ever. Her army was steadily 
strengthened; her navy became, next to that of Great Britain, 
the best in Europe, The government adopted an aggressive policy 
of colonial expansion; and the emperor, William II, by often 

shaking the mailed fist ” did much to increase international fear 
and to bring about the great war. The Social Democrats were 
never strong enough to control the government, never strong enough 
to make much headway against the powerful current of patriotic 
national sentiment which favored a militaristic and an imperialistic 
policy. Yet they were too strong to be ignored. In the years 
before the Great War they represented the mass of the poor and 
the moderately well-to-do people who wished to transform the 
Germany which Bismarck had created into a less militaristic, less 
imperialistic, and a far more socialistic state. 

IL France, 1875-1914 

How the third French Republic proved more stable than many 
people thought it would. After the fall of Napoleon’s empire in 
1870-1871, it was at first uncertain whether the National Assembly 
would retain a republican form of government or restore the Bour- 
bon monarchy ; but finally it adopted the constitution known as the 
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Constitution of the Third French Republic (1875). The con- 
stitution was the result of a compromise between the moderate 
Royalists and the conservative Republicans in the Assembly; and 
like most compromises it was thoroughly disliked by many people, 
and was not entirely satisfactory even to the people who fashioned 
it (see page 458). 

Thus in 1875 it seemed touch-and-go with the new form of govern- 
ment. Would the republic endure? Would the monarchy be 
restored? This uncertainty was bad for the nerves, and slight 
events were likely to be magnified into serious crises which seemed 
to threaten the existence of the government. The earliest of these 
crises occurred in 1877, and is known as the “ Sixteenth of May.’’ 

At that time the president of the republic was Marshal 
MacMahon, a former Royalist but a very loyal Frenchman who 
had in good faith accepted the Constitution of 1875. But he was 
a very conservative man, and he worked with the Royalists and 
Clericals in the Chamber of Deputies in spite of the fact that the 
majority of the Chamber was Republican. The ablest leader of 
the Republicans was Leon Gambetta, a shrewd politician and a 
powerful orator. Gambetta believed that the Royalists and the 
Clericals were secretly conspiring to overthrow the republic at 
the first opportunity, and that the president was either their ac- 
complice or their tool. He therefore used his influence to unite all 
Republicans against the president and his policies. 

The strongest card Gaipibetta could play was “ clericalism.” Pub- 
lic opinion in France had been strongly anti-clerical ever since 1789, 
because most of the clergy had been opposed to the Revolution and 
to the movement for popular government. Even those who were 
Catholicsjn religion were often anti-clerical in politics. The priest, 
they said, should “stay in his church” and not meddle with poli- 
tics. Gambetta used this dislike of priests in politics to unite the 
people against President MacMahon. In one of his most famous 
speeches in the chamber he exclaimed : “ Clericalism — there is the 
enemy 1 ” — a phrase which became a Republican slogan through- 
out the country. Irritated by Gambetta’s opposition, President 
MacMahon decided to test his position by a popular vote. On 
May 16, 1877, appointed a Clerical ministry under the Duke 
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of Broglie, and shortly after dissolved the Chamber of Deputies, 
hoping that the new elections would give him a Conservative 

majority. 

The president’s action created great excitement. To Gambetta 
and the Radical Republicans the Sixteenth of May ” seemed but 
the first step in a coup d'etat designed to restore the monarchy. 
During the elections Gambetta toured the country, denouncing 
clericalism and calling on all patriots to rally to the defense of the 
republic. His enemies called him a commercial traveler for the 
republic,” but he proudly accepted the designation, and used it to 
strengthen his crusade. The elections proved a victory for the 
Republicans. In January, 1879, MacMahon therefore resigned 
his office, and the Senate and Chamber of Deputies elected Jules 
Grevy, a Republican, as president. The Republicans celebrated 
their triumph by moving the seat of government from Versailles 
to Paris and by proclaiming July 14 (the anniversary of the taking 
of the Bastille) as a national holiday. The crisis of the Sixteenth 
of ivlay was over. The new regime seemed to be firmly established. 

Yet less than ten years later (1889) another crisis, the famous 
Boulanger Affair, threatened the existence of the republic. Al- 
though France was economically prosperous, the political life of 
the country was hectic and uninspiring. To counterbalance the 
loss of Alsace-Lorraine, the government adopted a policy of colonial 
expansion in far-off China which was more criticized than ap- 
plauded. In reprisal for the Sixteenth of May it passed laws 
designed to abolish, the influence of the priests in the schools, and 
thereby incurred the enmity of the great body of French Catholics, 
even those who favored the republic. The Chamber of Deputies 
was filled with inferior men, who were charged, and too often with 
reason, with being less interested in good government than in lining 
their own pockets. After the death of Gambetta in 1882 no first- 
rate leader appeared, capable of arousing popular enthusiasm for the 
republic or of uniting the Republican parties. Scandal smirched 
even the highest office when it transpired that President Grevy’s 
son-in-law, a prominent deputy, was using his position to obtain 
the coveted badge of the Legion of Honor for people who would 
pay well for it. Although not himself involved, President Grew 


THE SOCIAL CONFLICT IN THREE COUNTRIES 563 


was forced to resign (1887). The very next year the Panama Com- 
pany, organized to build a Panama Canal, went bankrupt, and 
many Frenchmen lost the hard-earned savings invested in it, 
while many politicians, so it was charged, carried off the spoils. 

Such evidences of incompetence and corruption discredited the 
republic, and raised the hopes of the Royalists and Clericals. And 
as it happened, there appeared on the scene a man who suddenly 
became a popular idol. This man 
was Georges Boulanger, an officer 
in the army. In 1886 he was made 
minister of war. Already popular 
in the army, he suddenly enlisted 
the enthusiasm of the people. He 
made a handsome figure, in uni- 
form, riding a fine black horse. 

He talked much of a war of 
revenge ’’ against Germany. He 



talked vaguely about necessary 
political reforms. The Royalists 
took him up, hoping to make use 


A Demonsteation foe Boulan- 

GEE AT EYZIES 

From V Illustration of May, 1888. 


of him. So popular was he that in 1889 he was elected to the 


Chamber by five departments, including the Department of Paris. 


He became the man of the hour. He was the man on horse- 


back ” whom the people seemed eager to follow. For months 


nothing was talked of but “ Boulangism.” What would the great 
man do? No one knew. He did not know himself; but people 


believed that he was preparing a coup d'etat — preparing to use his 
military power and his political popularity to set aside the republic 
and establish a dictatorship, or restore the Bourbon monarchy. 

Had Boulanger been another Napoleon, the third republic would 
perhaps have come to an inglorious end in 1889. But in fact 
Boulanger possessed neither intelligence nor character ; and when 
the government decreed his arrest he fled the country, leaving his 
Royalist and Clerical friends in the lurch. It w’-as a ridiculous con- 
clusion to so many brave words, and in France nothing is so fatal 
as to be ridiculous. The people only laughed at the poor general 
who ran away. What is more, they laughed at the Royalists and 
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Clericals who had supported him. This universal laughter cleared 
the air, and gave the republic a new lease of life. 

The rise of socialism: How new parties were formed and old 
parties transformed, 1890-1905. The existence of the republic 
was not again seriously threatened, but the ten years following the 
Boulanger Affair was a period of great political excitement and 
of great political confusion. The excitement was provided by the 
Dreyfus Affair, of which we shall learn something presently. The 
confusion was the result, in part at least, of the rise of new political 
parties and the changing policies and alignments of the old ones. 
Of the new parties that were formed the chief were the Socialist 
party and the Radical Socialist party. First of all, therefore, we 
must learn something about the rise of socialism in France. 

Before 1871 France was the chief center of socialism in Europe. 
We have already learned about the early type of utopian socialism as 
advocated by Saint-Simon and Fourier and Proudhon (see pp. 337, 
536). After the collapse of the Revolution of 1848, the Socialist 
leaders were exiled and their organization broken up. The workers 
were discouraged. Utopian socialism seemed a mere dream; and 
for twenty-five years (apart from the short uprising of the Com- 
mune of Paris in 1871), socialism was practically a dead thing in 
France. But about 1875 the workers began once more to agitate 
and to organize. In 1876 the first French labor congress was held 
in Paris. In 1879 the third labor congress met at Marseille and 
took the name of the ‘federation of Socialist Workingmen of 
France.’’ This may be taken as the beginning of the modern 
French Socialist party. 

The Marseille congress was much influenced by the ideas of 
Jules Guesde. He had sympathized with the Paris Commune of 
1871. Afterwards exiled, he went to Switzerland, where he met 
German and other Socialist leaders and was converted to “scien- 
tific” socialism. Returning to France, he established in Paris 
a newspaper called Equality, and in the first number of this paper 
(1877) he announced the doctrine of “scientific” socialism: “We 
believe that the natural and scientific evolution of mankind leads 
inevitably to the collective appropriation of the soil and the instru- 
ments of production (machines).” It was largely under the leader- 




This event occurred in 1871. The piercing of the Alps was an engineering feat 
of considerable difficulty. 


ship of Guesde that the Marseille congress repudiated utopian 
socialism and accepted ^‘scientific’’ socialism. 

No sooner had the workers accepted this so-called “scientific’^ 
socialism than they began to quarrel about the meaning of it. The 
chief question which divided them was this : Should the socialists 
become a political party and try to bring about the social revolution 
by gaining control of the government? The followers of Jules 
Guesde were inclined to say : “No, it is impossible to bring about 
the social revolution by political action.” But the followers of 
Paul Brousse, a rival Socialist leader, were inclined to say : “Yes, 
it is possible to help the social revolution along by passing laws 
favorable to the working classes.” The former were therefore 
called “Guesdists” or “ Impossibilists ” ; the latter were called 
“Broussists” or “Possibilists” or “Revisionists.” (See p. 558.) 

For many years the French Socialists remained weak and divided. 
But, during the years 1889 to 1905, the ideas of the Broussists 
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or Possibilists gained ground, the various groups were more inclined 
to take part in elections, and the number of Socialist deputies in 
the chamber increased. They were led by three able men — 
Alexandre Millerand, Aristide Briand, and Jean Jaures. In 1899 
the Socialists were strong enough to gain representation in the Re- 
publican ministry of Waldeck-Rousseau ; and finally, in 1905, most 
of the Socialist groups united to form the United Socialist party. 
In 1 906 the new party polled i , 1 20,000 votes. F rom that time until 
the Great War it was one of the strongest parties in the Chamber. 

In France, as in Germany, many people who were neither work- 
ingmen nor Socialists favored the social legislation advocated by the 
United Socialist party. But they did not like to be called Socialists. 
They preferred the term radical. Ever since 1871, to go no farther 
back, many good Republicans had been radicals — Radical Repub- 
licans. But when good Radical Republicans began to advocate 
measures of social reform — such as limitation of hours of labor, 
income taxes on the rich, and the like — it seemed proper, in order 
to distinguish them from ordinary Radical Republicans, to dub 
them “ Radical Socialists.” The name stuck, and about 1901 
the deputies who were something more than Republicans but some- 
thing less than Socialists organized as a separate group or party 
— the Radical Socialists. , The name is misleading. It seems to 
mean that a Radical Socialist is more radical than an ordinary 
Socialist, whereas in fact he is less so. Strictly speaking, the Radi- 
cal Socialists were not Socialists at all; they were Republicans 
with socialistic sympathies. 

In France, as in all Continental countries, radical parties sit on 
the left side of the chamber ; conservative parties on the right ; and 
moderate parties in the center. Until about 1900 the chief party 
of the Left was the Radical Republican party. After 1900 two 
new parties took their seats on the Left the Radical Socialists 
and the United Socialists. Henceforth these three parties con- 
stituted the Left. They had much in common. They were all 
democratic, anti-royalist, anti-clerical, and more or less anti- 
militaristic. They all, more or less, represented the poor or the 
moderately well-to-do. They could therefore often work together 
against the parties of the Right. 
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Meantime, the parties of the Right — Royalists and Clericals — 
were modifying their policies and changing their names. Royalism 
seemed a bit ridiculous after the flight of Boulanger ; and three 
years later (1892) Pope Leo XIII, in an ojB&cial letter, advised 
French Catholics to give up their struggle against the republic. 
Most French Catholics were glad to accept this advice, and many 
Clericals in the Chamber broke away from the Royalists. For 
some years they were known as Rallies” — those who rallied to 
the support of the republic ; but in 1901, a well-organized Catholic 
group was formed which called itself the party of Liberal Action. 

The Liberal Action was Liberal in two respects only: (i) it 
supported the republic, and (2) it favored a program of social 
reform. Ten years earlier (1891) Pope Leo had officially expressed 
his sympathy for the working classes. Although denouncing 
“scientific” socialism as an evil to be combated, he declared that 
every man has a right to live, and therefore to a living wage. He 
advised the workers to form labor unions, and urged governments 
to pass laws to protect the interest of the working classes. The 
solution of the modern conflict between capital and labor was to 
be found, not in “scientific” socialism, but in Christian socialism 
— such in effect was the Pope’s doctrine. The Liberal Action, 
like the Catholic Center in Germany, accepted the papal program 
of social reform, and in such matters often voted with the parties 
of the Left. But it sat on the Right, and in most respects was a 
conservative party: (i) it opposed “scientific” socialism; (2) it 
opposed anti-clerical laws; and (3) although it accepted the 
republic, it believed rather in government for the people than in 
government hy the people. 

Many former Royalists and Clericals refused to join the party 
of Liberal Action — for one reason because they could not accept 
its program of social reform. They were opposed to socialism in 
all its forms. They might have said, paraphrasing the famous 
words of Gambetta: “Socialism — there is the enemy 1” They 
felt that the parties of the left (United Socialists, Radical 
Socialists, and Radical Republicans) were all tarred with the same 
black stick. They were all socialistic. Besides, they were ail 
pacifist — opposed to a strong army and to a vigorous foreign 
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policy. Unless checked, they would end by destroying private 
property and by leaving France an easy prey to its enemies to 
Germany above all. Thus many former Royalists and Clericals 
united with many conservative Republicans to form a new party 
in the Chamber of Deputies. The new party represented the old 
landed aristocracy and the new business aristocracy created by the 
Industrial Revolution. It was republican, but extremely conserv- 
ative, anti-socialist, and strongly patriotic and nationalist. The 
party called itself the Republican Democratic Union, but its mem- 
bers were popularly known as “ Nationalists.’’ 

Thus there appeared, about the beginning of the twentieth cen- 
tury, two strong parties on the Left and tw^o on the Right. Be- 
tween these Right and Left parties sat the various Republican 
parties of the Center, and without the aid of some of the Center 
groups neither the Right nor the Left could long control the Cham- 
ber. During the early years of the twentieth century the Chamber 
was controlled by a strong combination of the Republican parties 
of the Center and the Socialist parties of the Left. The event which 
brought about this combination was the famous Dreyfus Affair. 
We must now see how the Dreyfus Affair united the Republicans 
and the Socialists, and what use the Republican-Socialist combina- 
tion made of its power. 

The Dreyfus Affair and the social and anti-clerical legislation 
which followed it, 1894-1910. Alfred Dreyfus was a Jew, a captain 
in the army, and a Republican in politics. In 1894 he was accused 
of selling military secrets to the German government, tried by 
court-martial, and sentenced to servitude for life on Devil’s Island. 
About the same time further revelation seemed to prove that 
certain Jewish bankers had united with certain Republican officials 
to make money corruptly out of the building of the Panama Canal. 
Nationalists and Clericals made the most of these events. France 
was being betrayed, they said — betrayed by Jews and corrupt 
Republican politicians. It was better to have a monarchy, they 
declared, than a corrupt republic. They felt that it was the duty 
of all true Frenchmen to unite in support of the church and the 
army against unpatriotic Jews, radicals, Socialists, and pacifists. 
At first the Socialist workingmen hardly knew what side to take 
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The Triumph of Justice 

A Dutch cartoon referring to the reversal of Dreyfus’ sentence. Dreyfus is 
shown in the chariot of Justice. The horses are led by two men active on his 
behalf. The one with glasses is Zola, the famous novelist. Behind are military 
officers who were responsible for the false charges. 

in this exciting crisis. They had no love for the Nationalists or 
the Liberal Action ; but neither had they much love for Jews, since 
Jews were often' bankers, and bankers represented the money 
power ” and the capitalist system to which they had always been 
so much opposed. 

Thus for some years the trend of opinion was strongly anti- 
Dreyfus, pro-army, and nationalist. But between 1897 and 1899 
further revelations placed the affair in an entirely new light. It 
was discovered that Dreyfus had been falsely accused. The 
evidence against him had been forged to shield the real culprit, 
Major Esterhazy, who was not a Republican but a Royalist. In 
the light of these revelations the affair seemed to prove, not that 
Jews and Republicans were corrupt, but that Nationalists, Royal- 
ists, and Clericals were using the army for the unpatriotic purpose 
of destroying the republic. The result was one of those quick re- 
versals of public opinion which often occur in France. Dreyfus 
became something of a national hero, and the great majority of 
Frenchmen rallied to the defense of the republic against the triple 
danger of royalism, clericalism, and militarism. In 1899 ^ Republi- 
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caii-Socialist ministry was formed under the leadership of Waldeck- 
Rousseaii, a Republican, It was known as the “ Cabinet of Repub- 
lican Defense,” and its declared object was '' the energetic defense 
of Republican institutions.” For the first time a Socialist, Alex- 
andre Millerand, became a cabinet minister ; and for some years 
thereafter the government of France was largely controlled by a 
combination of the Republican and Socialist parties of the Left. 

The first use which the Republican-Socialist combination made 
of its power was to pass a series of anti-military and anti-clerical 
laws. Army officers of Royalist sympathies were replaced by 
Republicans. The term of military service, hitherto three years, 
was reduced to two. Having republicanized the army, the govern- 
ment took up the more difficult task of disestablishing the Catholic 
Church. For a hundred years the relations of the French govern- 
ment and the Catholic Church had been regulated by Napoleon's 
famous Concordat with the Pope in i8oi (see p. 272). According 
to this agreement the government appointed the bishops and paid 
the salaries of all the clergy. Yet the clergy had been for the most 
part anti-republican and monarchist. To good Republicans it 
seemed absurd for the government of a republic to support a 
church which used its influence to destroy the republic. The result 
vras that, under the ministry of Emile Combes, the Separation Law 
was passed (1905). By this law the Catholic Church was disestab- 
lished in France. The government ceased to appoint the bishops, 
and no longer paid the clergy salaries. The church buildings, 
regarded as public property, were no longer to be reserved for the 
exclusive use of the Catholic religion. Henceforth the Catholic 
Church was to have only such privileges (with certain minor ex- 
ceptions) as all other religious organizations had. 

These anti-military and anti-clerical laws could not have been 
passed without the support of the Radical Socialists and the Social- 
ists. In return for their support the Republican ministries made 
concessions in the matter of social legislation. In 1899 the Repub- 
lican ministry of Waldeck-Rousseau pledged the government “ not 
to confine itself to mere political reform, but to embark upon the 
new path of social reform.” Therefore, during the period from 
1900 to 1910 the growing strength of the Socialist party enabled 
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its leaders, Millerand and Jaures, to obtain some protection for 
the industrial workers. The hours of labor in factories were reduced 
from twelve to ten. The employment of women and children in 
mines was forbidden. The Sunday Rest Law of 1906 entitled em- 
ployees to one day’s rest in seven. But the most notable achieve- 
ment of the Socialists in the matter of social legislation was the Old- 
Age Insurance Act of 1910. This law, following the German sys- 
tem, established compulsory insurance for all wage-earners (with 
certain exceptions) earning less than $580 a year. The necessary 
funds were to be contributed chiefly by the government but partly 
by the persons insured ; and out of this fund each insured person 
was to receive, after the age of sixty, $85 a year for the rest of his 
life. 

Thus the Socialist party obtained something in the way of social 
legislation. It might have obtained more, perhaps, had it been sup- 
ported by the labor unions. But in France the labor unions 
{syndicats) had little faith in either the doctrines or the methods 
of the Socialist party. The labor unions adopted another doctrine, 
which is known as syndicalism. 

Syndicalism : How it differed from socialism in theory and prac- 
tice. Many French workingmen were dissatisfied with the United 
Socialist party for various reasons. In the first place, the Socialist 
party had virtually abandoned the theory of “scientific” socialism 
that the social revolution would come by a violent upheaval. To 
many French workers this seemed like a back-sliding in the faith. 
Why talk of a social revolution at all, they said, if it meant no more 
than a few laws limiting the hours of labor and requiring manu- 
facturers to provide sanitary wash basins in factories ? How could 
there be a social revolution without a revolution? 

In the second place, the tradition of revolution was very strong in 
France. Since the great Revolution of 1789, the French workers, 
especially in Paris, had often enough taken part in real revolutions. 
They had raised barricades, fought the police, and assisted in over- 
turning governments. The memory of the “ glorious days ” of 
1830, of 1848, and of 1871 still remained vivid in spite of failure; 
and even if he had no present intention of resorting to violence, 
the French worker liked to talk of the revolution, and to 




anticipate the good time coming when the revolution would be 
accomplished. 

There was a third reason for the dissatisfaction of the French 
workers, and this is the most important of all. The Frenchman — 
especially the working-class Frenchman — is by tradition and by 
temperament suspicious of men in high office. He easily suspects 
the honesty of politicians and ministers. The French workers 
were therefore afraid that their own leaders, once elected to political 
office, would become corrupted. They were more convinced than 
ever when Millerand, the first Socialist to become a cabinet min- 
ister, advocated the use of troops to suppress a labor union strike 
(1902). This is what happens, they said, when Socialists meddle in 
politics. As soon as our leaders are given office they betray us. 
Seduced by power, they turn bourgeois, and instead of defending 
socialism they defend the capitalist system. 

For these reasons the French labor unions remained aloof from 
the Socialist party. In 1895 various syndicats united to form 
a General Confederation of Labor {Confederation genSrak du Tra- 
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vail) popularly known as the C. G. T. ; and in 1906, at the Amiens 
conference, the C. G. T. definitely refused to join with the United 
Socialist party which had been formed the year before. We 
Syndicalists,'’ the conference declared in effect, are not opposed 
to the aims of the Socialists. But the aims of the Socialists are 
too limited. The social revolution can be brought about only by 
taking the property of the capitalist classes, and as a means to 
that end we recommend the general strike. Let the workers 
vote for Socialist deputies if they please ; let the Socialist deputies 
vote for laws limiting the hours of labor, increasing wages, and the 
like. But meantime let the workers prepare, through the syndicats, 
for the great general strike which will give them control of society 
and enable them to bring about the social revolution.” 

Between 1906 and 1910 the syndicats accordingly made much use 
of the strike for obtaining their ends. In 1906 a general strike was 
called for May i to compel the government to pass a law establish- 
ing an eight-hour day. In March, 1907, a strike of the gas and 
electric workers plunged Paris in darkness, and in 1909 there was 
a serious strike of the postal and telegraph operatives. But the 
most serious test of Syndicalist methods was the great railway 
strike of 1910. For a time all the railways of France were at a 
standstill. Food was lacking in the cities. Riots occurred and 
property was destroyed. The prime minister at that time was 
Aristide Briand, formerly a Socialist; and the strikers expected 
that Briand would sympathize with them. They were greatly 
mistaken. Briand broke the strike by a novel method. He 
regarded the strike as a form of sedition, arrested the leaders, and 

mobilized ” the strikers. That is, he called the strikers to per- 
form military service. If the strikers refused to obey the mobiliza- 
tion order, they were liable to be court-martialed for desertion. 
Thus the strikers were offered the choice between suppressing their 
own strike or being tried for treason. The strike collapsed. 

The failure of the great strike of 1910 weakened syndicalism, but it 
did not destroy the faith of the Syndicalists. It seemed only to 
show that the time for a successful general strike was not yet. 
They thought that, with a more efficient organization and better 
propaganda, they would succeed sometime. 
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III. England, 1895-1910 

Some remarks on the English, designed to explain why the work- 
ing classes are socialistic without being Socialists. In studying 
the history of Germany in the latter nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries we found that one outstanding fact was the spread of 
socialism among the industrial workers. Another was the forma- 
tion by the workers of a new political party to defend their interests 
— the Social-Democratic Labor party. In France, also, socialism 
spread among the workers ; and in France, also, a new party was 
formed — the United Socialist party. How about England? 
Did socialism spread among the British workers, and did they also 
form a Socialist workingman’s political party ? 

Most writers will answer, “ No.” They will tell you that the 
great majority of British workers never became Socialists, and that 
when the British workers formed a new political party they did not 
call it a Socialist party — they called it the Labor party. All this 
is true. Yet there are two very curious and interesting facts about 
this British Labor party. The first is that the chief leaders of the 
party have always been Socialists. The second is that the practical 
program of the party is essentially the same as that of the Socialist 
parties in Germany and France. Why is it that the British workers 
follow Socialist leaders, support a socialistic program, and yet 
refuse to call themselves Socialists? 

One reason is that “scientific” socialism, as originally formulated, 
set forth a theory of what would happen in the future. The English 
dislike to commit themselves to any line of action in the future. 
They like to be free to act as seems best and see how it works out ; 
then they can form subtle theories to explain what they have done. 
Socialism may be established in England some day ; but the Eng- 
lish will not call it socialism until long afterwards, when someone 
will write a brilliant book proving that after all England has been a 
socialistic state for a long time. Then everyone will be surprised, 
agree that it is so, and go about his business. Another reason is 
that the English dislike new names. They change their ways 
readily enough, but they stick to the old names. This enables 
them to tell themselves and others that they have not changed at 
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all. We had a king in the thirteenth century; we still have a 
king. We were not Socialists in 1850 ; why should we be Socialists 
now?’’ This is what the English seem to want us to believe. 

The dislike of new theories and new names is very strong among 
the working classes. Long before they had heard of ''scientific” 
socialism, they had elected to the House of Commons a few "Labor 
members.” When they were convinced that it was necessary to 
form a political party and to adopt 
a socialistic program of reform, 
they did so; but they stuck to 
the old names. They continued 
to talk, as they had always done, 
of the " principles of trade union- 
ism.” They called the men whom 
they elected to Parliament what 
they had always called them — 

Labor members. And so when 
they formed a new party they 
naturally gave it a good old 
British-sounding name — Labor 
party. 

Why and how the British Labor 
party was formed, 1899-1906. For 
many years the British laboring 
classes took no steps to form a 
political party of their own. They 
felt that they could get what they 
wanted through the trade unions, 
laws against the trade unions in 1875 number of unions in- 
creased — slowly at first, rapidly after about 1884. By 1905 there 
were 1136 unions in Great Britain. They were well organized and 
well managed. Each union governed itself and looked after the 
interests of its own members; but there were two organizations 
which represented the interests and reflected the ideas of the unions 
as a whole. These were the annual Trade Union Congress and the 
General Federation of Trade Unions. 

During these early years the unions relied upon strikes and collec- 
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live bargaining to defend the interests of the workers. Between 
i88i and 1905 there were in Great Britain some thirty thousand 
strikes, involving 181,407 industrial establishments, and nearly 
nine million workers. About half of these strikes were successful 
in forcing employers to raise wages or shorten hours. The unions 
themselves took no part in politics. Most of the industrial workers 
supported the old Liberal party of Gladstone, hoping that the 
“ Grand Old Man ” wmuld take care of their interests. But from 
the first, some of the working class thought they ought to elect 
candidates of their own; and after 1874 there were always a few 
Labor members in the House of Commons. The Labor members 
usually supported the Liberal party, and w^ere therefore known as 
‘‘ Liberal-Labor,” shortened in popular speech to “ Lib-Labs,” 
Thus until about 1899 the British working classes tried to defend 
their interests by strikes and collective bargaining, and by voting 
for Liberal or Liberal-Labor members in the House of Commons. 
But by the end of the century they were convinced that these 
methods were not in themselves sufficient. They felt that they 
must go into the political game in earnest. The result of this change 
of mind was the formation of the British Labor party. What was 
it that convinced the industrial workers that they needed a political 
party of their own ? Three things chiefly : (i) the spread of social- 
ism among the workers ; (2) the Taff-Vale decision, which threat- 
ened to make strikes impossible ; (3) the indifference of the old 
parties to the interests of the laboring classes. 

I. Socialism, Socialism had little or no influence among the 
English workers until about 1880. In that year many workers were 
reading Progress, and Poverty (published in 1879) — a powerful 
attack on private property in land, by an American writer, Henry 
George. In i88r Henry Hyndman and the poet William Morris 
founded the Social Democratic Federation for propagating “scien- 
tific” socialism. In 1883, the Fabian Society was founded. 
This society proved to be, and still is, the most famous and influ- 
ential of Socialist organizations in Great Britain. It was never 
strong in numbers, but it included among its members many 
famous scholars and waiters, such as the economists Sidney and 
Beatrice Webb, the novelist H. G. Wells, and the satirist and play- 
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wright George Bernard Shaw. The object of the Fabians was not 
to bring about a political or social revolution, but to change the 
ideas of people by talking and writing. They believed in ‘^scien- 
tific’' socialism without having the passionate hatreds of its founder. 
They did not preach class war. They ridiculed existing ideas and 
customs, in the spirit of Bernard Shaw, or calmly collected informa- 
tion about the conditions of the laboring classes, after the manner 
of Sidney and Beatrice Webb. It is owing chiefly to the Fabians 
that Englishmen no longer shudder when the word socialism is heard. 

The Socialist organizations never had many members. With 
true British conservatism, the workers refused to label themselves 
Socialists. But Socialist discussion and propaganda influenced 
them more than they knew. It helped to convince them that there 
was a sharp conflict between the interests of the upper classes and 
the working classes, and that since the interests of the upper classes 
were represented by the two old parties (Liberal and Conservative), 
the interests of the working classes would never be properly attended 
to until there was a workingman's party to do it. 

2. The Taf-Vale Decision, igoi. This decision grew out of a 
strike of union workers on the Taff-Vale Railroad in Wales. When 
the corgpany tried to bring in non-union workers (“ black-legs" or 
“ scabs ") to break the strike, the union strikers resorted to picket- 
ing — that is, they tried by persuasion or intimidation to prevent 
the new men from taking their jobs. The company then sued the 
trade union for damages, and the House of Lords — the highest 
court in the land — decided that the union was liable and must pay. 
This decision was a vital blow to the trade unions. Strikes were 
in any case expensive and wasteful, and too often not successful. 
They could never succeed unless the small funds of the union could 
be used to support the strikers while they were out of work. If, 
in addition, the unions were to be made liable for damages in every 
strike, it would be practically impossible to carry on strikes at all. 
Thus the principal weapon of trade unionism — collective bargain- 
ng — was rendered useless. 

3. Indifference of the Conservative and Liberal parties. For years 
the workers had relied on the old parties — the Liberal party espe- 
cially — to defend their interests in Parliament. But even the great 
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Liberal leader, Gladstone, the ‘‘Grand Old Man/’ never really 
understood why the workers were dissatisfied. The Grand Old Man 
died in 1898. Meantime, the Conservative party, which was in 
power from 1895 to 1905, was even less interested than the Liberals 
in the demands of the laboring classes. The truth is that the exten- 
sion of the suffrage to the workers in 1867 and 1884 had changed the 
government of England very little. England was still governed, as 
it had been for centuries, by the upper classes. The workers were 
becoming convinced of this. What would the Conservative party 
ever do for the laboring man? What had even the Liberal party 
ever done? Nothing, really, since they had no interest in doing 
anything. And what could a dozen “Lib-Labs ” in the House of 
Commons do for them? Nothing, really, since they had no power 
to do anything. 

For all of these reasons the industrial workers were convinced that 
they must form a party of their own. The first step was taken in 
1899 by a special conference composed chiefly of representatives 
from the Trade Union Congress, the Social Democratic Federation, 
and the Fabian Society. This conference voted to establish 

a distinct Labor group in Parliament ... to co-operate with any 
party w^hich, for the time being, may be engaged in pr(amoting 
legislation in the direct interest of Labor, and be equally ready to 
associate themselves with any party in opposing measures having 
an opposite tendency. 

This was the real beginning of the British Labor party. But for 
some years there w^ere disputes betw^een the Socialist and non- 
Socialist members. The former wished the new party to call itself 
“ Socialist ” and to adopt a more socialistic program ; the latter, 
or some of them, wished to exclude the Socialists altogether. In 
1904 it was voted not to exclude the Socialists ; in 1906 it was voted 
to call the party simply the “ Labor party.” The Labor party was 
supported mainly by non-Socialist trade unionists ; nevertheless 
its principal leaders (Ramsay MacDonald, Arthur Henderson, 
Philip Snowden, and Keir Hardie) were Socialists, and its program 
of social reform was similar to that of the Socialist parties in Ger- 
many and France. For the first time the laboring classes were 
represented in Parliament by a party strong enough to make itself 
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felt. In 1906 the new party elected twenty-nine members to the 
House of Commons. By 1910 its representation had increased to 
forty members. 

How the Liberal party became more liberal and united with the 
Labor party to carry through a program of social reform, 1906"- 
1914. After ten years of power the Conservatives were thoroughly 
unpopular, chiefly because they had involved the country in the 
Boer War (see p. 616), which was won only with great difflculty 
and added nothing to the glory of Great Britain either at home or 
abroad. Criticized for their successes as well as their failures, the 
Conservatives were hopelessly defeated in the elections of 1906. 
Under Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, a Liberal ministry was 
formed, which was supported by the Labor party and the Irish 
Nationalists — in all, a combination of 514 members against 156 
Conservatives. For ten years England was governed by this 
Liberal-Labor-Irish combination which, under able leaders, carried 
through an extensive program of social reform. Who were the 
leaders? What was the program? 

The chief Liberal leaders were Herbert H. Asquith (prime min- 
ister, 1908-1916) and David Lloyd George (chancellor of the ex- 
chequer, 1908-1916). Mr. Asquith, like most of the Liberal leaders 
up to this time, was well born, and possessed of all the advantages 
of upper-class education and social connections. He was a Liberal 
of the school of Gladstone — that is to say, a pretty conservative 
Liberal ; but he recognized that the Liberal party could retain 
power only by embarking on a program of social reform in the 
interests of the common people. Honest and just, he had a clear, 
cold mind, capable of seeing all sides of a difficult situation, and 
admirably suited to reconciling the divergent and often conflicting 
ideas of the men who served under him. He would never himself 
have initiated a program of social reform ; but his guiding hand 
was indispensable to getting such a program through Parliament. 

The man who initiated the program of social reform (based very 
largely on the economic researches of the Fabian Society, and 
especially those of Sidney and Beatrice Webb) was one of the most 
striking figures of recent times — David Lloyd George. He was 
the son of a poor Welsh schoolmaster, a man of the common people. 








Carnegie-Illinois Steel Corporation 

Power — At Work 

Three and a half thousand horse power, controlled by a single man. 


THE SOCIAL CONFLICT IN THREE COUNTRIES 581 


knowing their lives and understanding their hopes and fears. 
Without much learning, he was gifted with the qualities of political 
genius. He possessed tireless energy. He was none too scrupu- 
lous, but his mind was far too quick and flexible ever to be dis- 
concerted by either friend or enemy. He had to an unusual degree 
that quality of great leaders — a magnetic personality, capable 
without effort of attracting the constant attention of the multitude 
and of winning a new friend with every handshake and every 
twinkle of his merry eyes. Above all, he possessed the gift of 
speech suited to every occasion. He was lucid and persuasive in 
exposition; capable of beclouding an issue with a fog of words 
or of evading it with clever and humorous badinage ; capable also 
of rising in crucial moments to real eloquence, passionate, denun- 
ciatory, appealing. 

These two great leaders were supported by many able men in 
their own party, such as John Morley, the historian ; Edward Grey ; 
and the brilliant Winston Churchill, an aristocrat of Liberal views. 
Of equal importance were the leaders of the Labor party and of 
the Socialists : John Burns, Ramsay MacDonald, Arthur Hender- 
son, Philip Snowden, and Keir Hardie. 

Such were the leaders. What was the program? The program 
consisted of measures designed : (i) to benefit the workers directly ; 
(2) to distribute the burdens of government more equally between 
the rich and the poor; (3) to weaken the political power of the 
aristocracy and the Conservative party. 

I. Measures designed to help the workers directly. Laws regulat- 
ing the conditions of labor in factories had often been passed before, 
and in 1902, under the Conservative government, ail previous laws 
of that sort were systematized in a single “ Factory Code.” In 
1906 Parliament adopted a similar code for mines. The employ- 
ment of women and children in mines was forbidden, and the condi- 
tions of labor strictly regulated. In 1908 the hours of labor in 
mines were limited to eight hours per day. In 1906 a workingman’s 
Compensation Law was passed which compelled employers to pay 
laborers for injuries sustained while working. 

The most important measures of this sort were the pension and 
insurance laws. The Old-Age Pension Act (1908) provided that 
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laborers reaching the age of seventy should receive a dollar a week 
from the government. The Labor Exchange Act (1909) estab- 
lished a series of bureaus designed to help the unemployed find jobs. 
In 1 91 1 the National Insurance Act was adopted. This act was 
modeled upon the German Social Insurance laws. It provided 
for a fund made up from contributions by the government, the 
employers, and the laborers. From this fund laborers unable to 
work on account of illness or injury were to receive a certain small 
sum each week for a limited time. Laborers in certain industries 
who lost their jobs and were unable to obtain new ones were like- 
wise to be assisted for a limited time. 

The sums received by the laborers were very small, but these 
measures had a greater significance than can be measured by the 
sums of money paid to the laborers. They were based upon 
the idea that the wage-earner does not receive his just share of 
the wealth created by labor and capital and that consequently the 
government and the employers are bound to make it up to him 
when he needs it. This is as much as to admit, what the Socialists 
claimed, that the capitalist system is unjust and needs to be 
changed. 

2. Measures designed to equalize the burdens of government: The 
Budget of igog. The famous Lloyd George Budget of 1909 was 
the outcome of financial difficulties. Military and naval expenses 
were, as they always had been, very great. In addition, the Old- 
Age Pension Act of 1908 greatly increased the expenses of govern- 
ment. Where was the money to come from? The Conservatives 
were in favor of laying duties on imports. But the Liberals said that 
tariffs would burden the poor as much as the rich. Lloyd George 
said that the time had come to lay the heaviest burdens on the 
broadest backs.’’ The broadest backs, according to him, were those 
of the owners of the great landed estates. A great part of the small 
island of England was owned by a few people — the nobles and the 
gentry. Much of this land was unproductive, kept for parks and 
game preserves. Very beautiful these were, but producing nothing 
and serving the ease and comfort only of the privileged few. In a 
country crowded with people, many of whom were living on the 
edge of starvation, the exclusive possession of the land by a few 
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seemed doubly unjust. ^'Who ordained that a few should have 
the land of Great Britain as a perquisite 1 ” Lloyd George ex- 
claimed. Who made ten thousand people owners of the soil, 
and the rest of us trespassers in the land of our birth ! ’’ 

Lloyd George’s Budget was therefore ' designed to lay extra 
burdens upon the privileged possessors of the land. Its main pro- 
visions were: (i) a tax of 20 per cent upon the increase in land 
values, when the increase was due, not to improvements made by 
the owner but to growth of population or to industrial development ; 
(2) a tax of 2 per cent on “ idle land ” — land not under cultiva- 
tion, especially parks and game preserves ; (3) a tax of 5 per cent 
on “ mining royalties.” The fortunate possessors of the land where 
iron and coal deposits were found received a certain sum for every 
ton taken from the mines, thus growing rich from luck rather than 
by any labor or merit of their own. These royalties were now to 
be taxed. 

The object of Lloyd George’s Budget was thus twofold : (i) to 
lay extra tax burdens on the owners of the land; (2) to induce 
landowners to put idle land to some use. The budget was more 
than a revenue measure ; it was also a measure of social reform 
intended to equalize the possessions of the rich and the poor. 

3. Measures designed to lessen the political power of the Conserm-- 
live party, Lloyd George was at once denounced by the Conserva- 
tive landowners. They said he was dishonest — a demagogue, an 
intriguing politician. Lord Lansdowne likened him to a robber- 
gull,” who lives by stealing fishes from other gulls. The budget was 
described as a barefaced confiscation of private property, the effect 
of which would be to undermine the social and political system of 
Great Britain. The Conservatives determined to defeat the 
budget at all hazards. This they could not do in the House of 
Commons, where the Liberal majority was overwhelming. But 
the House of Lords was strongly Conservative. When the budget 
was laid before the House of Lords, it was therefore rejected. 

The rejection of the budget by the Lords created a more serious 
situation than the budget itself. No bill could become a law with- 
out the consent of the Lords ; but it had long been a parliamen- 
tary custom that the Lords could not amend or reject a “ money 
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bill.” Was the budget a money bill? The Conservatives said 
it was not really a money bill, but a measure designed to effect a 
radical change in the social system. The Liberals maintained that 
it was a true money bill since its primary object was to raise 
revenue. The prime minister, Mr. Asquith, stated that the action 
of the Lords in rejecting the budget was a breach of the constitu- 
tion and a usurpation of the rights of the Commons.” He therefore 
dissolved Parliament and referred the question to the people. The 
results of the elections were: Conservatives, 272; Liberals, 274; 
Labor party, 41; Irish Nationalists, 81. The Conservatives 
gained many seats, but the Liberals, with the support of the Labor 
party and the Nationalists, still controlled the House of Commons. 
The new House of Commons passed the budget once more (1910), 
and the Lords reluctantly assented to it also. 

Having passed the budget, the Liberal ministry determined to 
curb the power of the Lords. For this purpose the Parliament 
Act was passed in 1911. It provided that money bills passed by 
the House of Commons should become effective within one month, 
with or without the Lord's consent, and that all other bills which 
were rejected by the Lords should become effective when passed 
by three successive sessions of the Commons. Henceforth the 
Lords could not permanently block any measure which the Com- 
mons was determined to carry through. 

In the last three chapters we have been studying the period from 
1871 to 1914 from the point of view of the social conflict. We have 
seen how science and invention and the use of machines changed 
the conditions of life, resulted in a rapid industrial revolution, and 
gave rise to conflicts within each country between capital and labor, 
the rich and the poor. We have studied this social conflict as it 
developed in western Europe generally, and more in detail as it 
developed in three representative countries — Germany, France, 
and England. In the following chapters we shall study the period 
from 1871 to 1914 from the point of view of international conflict. 
We shall see how the Industrial Revolution led to the expansion 
of the great powders in Africa and Asia ; how their conflicts for the 
control of these so-called “ backward ” countries led to the forma- 
tion of powerful international alliances; and how the rivalry of 
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these alliances finally led to the Great War. First of ail, let us 
see how the Industrial Revolution led to a scramble for colonies in 
Africa and Asia. 


QUESTIONS 

1. Why may Germany, France, and England be taken as representing 
the social conflict in western Europe? 

2. What were the chief parties in the German Reichstag in 1871? 
Why did Bismarck rely chiefly on the National Liberals until 1878? 
What was the KuUurkampf? Why did Bismarck abandon the Liberals 
and turn to the Conservatives and the Center in 1878? 

3. When was the Social-Democratic Labor Party formed? What was 
the Gotha Program? How did Bismarck try to destroy the Social- 
Democratic Labor Party? How did he try to counteract the spread of 
socialism among the working classes? How do you explain the rapid 
increase in the votes polled by the Social Democrats after 1891 ? What 
was the Revisionist movement? How did the Erfurt Program differ 
from the Gotha Program ? What part of the latter program was enacted 
into law ? 

4. What were the chief political parties in France in 1875? What 
were their respective attitudes towards the republic? What was the 
crisis of the ‘^Sixteenth of May”? the Boulanger crisis? Tell all you 
can about the spread of scientific” socialism in France. What was the 
difference between the Possibilists and the Impossibilists ? When was 
the United Socialist Party founded? What was its program? Who 
were the Radical Socialists? Why is this name somewhat inappropri- 
ate? What was the party of Liberal Action? Who were the National- 
ists ? How did this party come to be formed ? 

5. What was the Dreyfus Affair? How and why did public opinion 
change in respect to the affair ? Why did the Republican and the 
Socialist parties unite in 1899 to form the ministry of Waldeck-Rousseau? 
Why was this ministry called the 'Xabinet of Republican Defense”? 
What parties for the most part controlled the government of France 
from 1899 to 1910? What anti-military and anti-clerical laws were 
passed ? What laws beneficial to the working classes were passed ? 
Wlio were the Syndicalists? How did their ideas differ from those of 
the Socialists? 

6. Tell all you can about the rise of socialism in England. How does 
Fabian socialism differ from “scientific” socialism? Explain how the 
British Labor party came to be formed. Why did the working classes 
think it necessary to form a political party about 1899? What was the 
program of the new Labor party ? Who were its leaders ? Is the Labor 
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party a Socialist party? If not, why does it have Socialists for its 
leaders? 

7. Why were the Conservatives defeated in the elections of 1906? 
Who were the leaders of the Liberal party from 1906 to 1914? How did 
the liberalism of Lloyd George differ from the liberalism of Gladstone? 
Why did the Labor party support the Liberal government from 1906 to 
1914? What program of social reform was enacted into law between 
1906 and 1910? 

8. Comparing the history of Germany, France, and England, from 
1871 to 1914? what similarities do you see in respect to the formation 
of new parties ? In respect to the chief questions at issue ? In respect 
to the kinds of laws passed ? 
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C HAPTER XIX. HOW THE INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 
LED TO A SCRAMBLE FOR THE CONTROL OF “BACKWARD 
COUNTRIES,” 1875-1905 

Take, up the white man’s burden. Rudyard Kipling 

Philanthropy is all very well^ but philanthropy plus five per cent is a good deal 
better. Cecil Rhodes 

The extent and the importance of the new colonial movement. 
The acquisition of colonies beyond the sea is an old story in Euro- 
pean history. In the sixteenth century Spain and Portugal were 
the great colonial powers. In the seventeenth century Holland, 
France, and Great Britain acquired colonial possessions in the East 
and the West Indies, and in North America. For a century and a 
half, from 1660 to 1815, the rivalry of these countries for colonies 
and commercial advantages made part of every European war. 
The result of this long struggle was in the main a victory for Great 
Britain. By 1815 France had lost her colonial empire in North 
America and in India. The Dutch and the Portuguese retained 
but a part of their former possessions in the East. The Spanish 
colonies in South America were in revolt, and by 1825 most of them 
had won their independence. Meantime the British Empire, 
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e^Kcept for the loss of the American colonies, had steadily increased 
in extent. In 1815 it comprised Canada, Australia, New Zealand, 
the continent of India, Cape Colony in southern Africa, the islands 
of Malta and Minorca and the rock of Gibraltar in the Mediter- 
ranean, besides many naval and coaling stations in the three oceans. 

In the history of colonial conflict the year 1815 marks the end of 
an era. For more than half a century after that date few colonies 
were acquired by any European country, and none of the wars of 
that period grew out of colonial or commercial rivalry. From 1815 
to 1875 the people of Europe were chiefly occupied with the struggle 
for political liberty and national independence ; and in this period 
of political liberalism the trend of thought was anti-colonial. The 
social philosopher, Jeremy Bentham, wrote a famous work entitled 
Emancipate Your Colonies. He said that colonies were a burden 
rather than an advantage to any country. In the middle of the 
nineteenth century this view was widely held, and even in England 
many people looked forward to the time when colonial empires, 
including the British Empire, would disappear. This idea was 
known as the Little England ” theory. ■ It was satirized by Lord 
John Russell, who said : “ When I was young it was thought the 
mark of a wise statesman that he had turned a small kingdom into 
a great empire. In my old age it appears to be thought the object 
of a statesman to turn a great empire into a small kingdom.” 

But the Little Englanders ” were sadly mistaken in their pre- 
dictions. In the last quarter of the nineteenth century there was a 
remarkable revival of interest in colonies, not only in England but 
in most European countries. Colonial societies were organized, 
and innumerable books and pamphlets were written to prove that 
colonies were a necessity instead of a burden. This revived interest 
was accompanied by a rapid expansion of European political and 
economic power in Africa and Asia. Within a period of twenty- 
five years (1875-1900) Africa, hitherto the “ Dark Continent ” and 
largely an unexplored wilderness, was almost entirely partitioned 
by Great Britain, France, Germany, Belgium, and Portugal. 
Russia built a railroad across Siberia, and extended her influence 
east into Manchuria and south into central Asia. France occupied 
Indo-China (Cochin China, Cambodia, Anam, and Tonkin) . Great 
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American Museum of Natural History 

Street Scene in Algiers 

Some people wear Arab, some European, costume. Many signs are in French. 

Britain pushed north from India into Afghanistan, west into Persia, 
and east into Tibet. The chief European powers acquired naval 
ports and economic concessions in China. The United States 
acquired the Hawaiian Islands and conquered Porto Rico and the 
Philippine Islands from Spain. (See map, pp. 624-625.) 

No such rapid expansion of European political and economic 
power throughout the world had ever been known before. Great 
Britain increased her empire by one-third, and added 57,000,000 
people to her subject population. In 1880 France had virtually 
no colonies save Algeria; in 1904 she had an empire of 3,500,000 
square miles, and a subject population of 37,000,000. Between 
1884 and 1900 Germany acquired colonies totaling 1,000,000 square 
miles, with a native population of 12,000,000. What is the expla- 
nation of this startling revival of the colonial movement, of this 
sudden scramble for the control of ‘‘ backward countries ? 

How the Industrial Revolution led to the scramble for possessions 
in Asia and Africa. Many explanations have been given for the 
new colonial movement. Some writers have said overpopulation 
was the cause; every country needed colonies to which its people 
could migrate and still live under the old flag. Others have said 
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that colonies were desirable because they furnished markets for the 
products of the mother country ; that colonies made a country richer 
by enlarging its commerce. Still others have said that regardless 
of whether colonies were necessary or desirable, it was a right — 
even a duty — of Europeans to colonize backward countries in 
order to bring to the benighted natives the blessings of Christian 
civilization. 

But these are not so much the causes as the convenient 
tions of the colonial movement. The real explanation of the new 
colonial movement after 1875 is to be found in the economic changes 
brought about in Europe by the Industrial Revolution. These 
changes we may best understand by considering three things: 
(i) the increased demand for raw materials; (2) the activities of 
European business men in promoting new enterprises; (3) the 
existence of surplus capital in banks, seeking investment. 

I. Increased demand for raw materials. The demand for raw 
materials was of course nothing new. In the eighteenth century 
the makers of cotton cloth in England needed raw cotton, which 
they got from America. But one result of the Industrial Revolu- 
tion was that Europe needed more raw materials, and more kinds 
of raw materials, than ever before. At the Peace Conference in 
1919 the French economic experts made a list of the raw materials 
that were essential to modern industry. The list included, among 
other things, raw silk, cork, cotton, iron, tin, copper, zinc, nickel, 
gold, platinum, silver, mercury, arsenic, coal, rubber, and oil. 

Now the point is that many of these things cannot be obtained 
in Europe. Take the familiar examples of oil and rubber. Before 
1875 neither was of special importance. But the gasoline engine 
and the automobile made oil and rubber of vital importance in every 
country where the Industrial Revolution occurred. There is very 
little oil in Europe, but much in the United States, Central America, 
and Asia. The result is that European governments and business 
men, not wishing to be dependent on the United States for oil, 
seek to control those backward countries where it may be found. 
In modern days the search for oil has replaced the medieval search 
for the Holy Grail. The same is true in the case of rubber, which 
is to be had chiefly in Africa, the Malay Peninsula, and the tropical 
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regions of America. Every industrial country needs rubber ; and 
every time you blow out a tire you are contributing to the influences 
that have driven business men and governments to seek control of 
backward countries. , 

2. New business enterprises. In the early nineteenth century 
England was the chief industrial country. At that time English 
business men found plenty of opportunities for new enterprises at 
home or in France, Germany, or the United States. But towards 
the end of the nineteenth century, as these countries became highly 
industrialized, opportunities for new enterprise in Europe and in 
the United States declined, or at least the competition became 
keener and the profits relatively less. Thus it happened that from 
about 1875 business men in Europe and the United States 
became more interested in opportunities for new enterprise in the 
undeveloped countries of Africa and Asia. Africa is rich in coal 
and copper, gold and rubber. Asia is rich in mineral resources and 
oil fields. To develop these resources railroads would have to be 
built, telegraph lines strung, and factories constructed. What 
unlimited opportunities for profit these backward countries offered 
to the far-sighted and adventurous business men of Europe and the 
United States ! 

Opportunities for profit — but on two conditions: first, that 
plenty of cheap labor could be obtained ; second, that the property 
rights acquired could be protected. In Africa the labor problem 
was difficult, unless the blacks could be made to work. In the more 
thickly peopled countries, such as Egypt, Syria, China, or India, 
the labor problems presented fewer difficulties. The natives, ac- 
customed to labor and to cheap living, would work for trifling sums 
compared with the high wages demanded by the labor unions in 
Europe. But if the prospective profits from enterprises in Asia 
and Africa were great, the risk was also great. Europeans who 
invested heavily in oil wells, coal mines, or railroads in these coun- 
tries might find their properties wrecked by natives or confiscated 
by native governments. Thus European business men who in- 
vested money in these countries needed to be backed and protected 
by their own governments; and so wherever their money was in- 
vested they were eager to have some European government, prefer- 



THE SCRAMBLE FOR “ BACKWARD COUNTRIES ” 593 



American Museum of N aiiiral History 

Street Scene in Cairo, Egypt 

Count the different types of transportation that can be seen in this view. 

ably their own, establish a sphere of influence,” a protectorate, or 
a colony. 

3. Surplus capital in hanks. The Industrial Revolution, by 
increasing the wealth in the world, gave to bankers a power which 
they had never had before. The great development of modern 
banking occurred after 1850, and especially after 1875. As wealth 
was accumulated it was deposited in banks. People with great 
incomes and people with small incomes put thej^ money in banks. 
Insurance companies with enormous accumulations, big business 
men with big surpluses, little business men with little surpluses, 
put their money in banks. Little banks put their accumulated 
deposits in bigger banks. Bigger banks consolidated and devoted 
their energies to investment on a grand scale. Thus there came 
into existence a new type of bankers — the investment bankers.” 
Examples are the J. P. Morgan Company of New York, the Roths- 
childs of London, Vienna, and Paris. These investment banks had 
control of millions and even billions of dollars of surplus capital 
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which they sought to invest in government loans or great in- 
dustrial enterprises, of course at as high rates of interest as 
possible. 

Before 1875 the only country with much surplus capital was Great 
Britain. In those years British surplus capital was invested in 
British industry, or in industrial enterprises in France, Germany, 
and above all in the United States. But in the last quarter of the 
nineteenth century France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, and the 
United States became industrial countries also. They also accu- 
mulated surplus capital of their own — even more than they 
needed ; and so they no longer borrowed so much from Great Brit- 
ain. Thus after 1875 there was accumulated in banks in Europe 
and the United States more surplus capital than could profitably 
be invested in these countries. The investment bankers, like the 
enterprising business men, therefore looked out over the wide world 
for new opportunities. For them, too, Africa and Asia offered 
an inviting field. They were willing enough to finance bankrupt 
native governments such as Egypt and Persia, to underwrite the 
loans for building railways and steamship lines, and to provide 
credit for the development of oil wells and rubber plantations. 

Who then were chiefly benefited by the colonial expansion in 
Africa and Asia after 1875? Chiefly European manufacturers 
seeking cheap raw materials ; business men and corporations inter- 
ested in colonial mines, railways, or plantations ; and bankers with 
money to lend at high rates of interest. Besides these there were 
the manufacturers of steel and iron goods and other equipment 
needed in the colonies ; the manufacturers of arms and armaments ; 
officers in the arm;^ and navy ; administrative officials ; and young 
men hoping to make careers or fortunes for themselves in new 
countries. Generally speaking, the classes that benefited by 
the colonial movement, and who therefore favored it, were the 
upper classes, who had wealth and influence — the capitalists, 
the people who owned and controlled the machines created by the 
industrial revolution. The mass of the people, the workers of the 
machines, benefited little or not at all by the colonial movement, 
and were either indifferent or opposed to it. In every country the 
political party in favor of colonial expansion was the conservative, 
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Upper-class party; the party opposed to it was the poor man’s 
party — the Socialist parties in Germany and France, the Labor 
party in Great Britain. 

It is a mistake to think that governments were primarily respon- 
sible for the colonial movement after 1875. Governments did not 
always, or usually, take the initiative. In those days there was a 
famous slogan : Trade follows the flag 1 ” It would be truer to 
say, '' The flag follows trade ” ; truer still to say, '' The flag fol- 
lows capital.” The colonial movement after 1875 was no doubt 
the result of many influences, but the chief of these was the expan- 
sion of capital and business enterprise. Governments established 
spheres of influence, protectorates, and colonies in order to safe- 
guard European capital and business enterprise. 

We have now learned something, in a general way, of the in- 
fluences that brought about the extension of European power in 
Africa and Asia after 1875. But these influences will be better 
understood if they are illustrated by some concrete examples. To 
show why Europeans were interested in Africa, and how European 
powers acquired possessions there, we shall relate three stories — 
a story of rubber, a story of gold and diamonds, and a story of high 
finance. 

A story of rubber. In 1876 the King of Belgium was Leopold II. 
Leopold was an accomplished man of the world, and a shrewd busi- 
ness man who loved money and the good things that money can 
buy. As a king he was active and ambitious, interested as a king 
should be in increasing the prestige of his country. As an educated 
and traveled man, quick to see the trend of events, Leopold was 
much interested in Africa, the great Dark Continent, which was 
just then much in the public eye because of Dr. Livingstone’s mis- 
sionary efforts and explorations and the expedition of Henry M. 
Stanley in search of the lost explorer. Accordingly, in 1876, 
Leopold summoned to meet at Brussels an international Geo- 
graphic Conference ” of scientists, explorers, and .public men. 
Speaking before this conference he said : “ To open to civilization 
the only part of our globe where it has not penetrated, to pierce 
the darkness which envelops whole populations, is -a crusade, if I 
may say so — a crusade worthy of this century of progress.” 
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The outcome of the conference was the formation of the “ In- 
ternational Association for the Exploration and Civilization of 
Africa.’^ 

Leopold’s next step was to circulate a prospectus setting forth 
the opportunities for railroad-building in Africa. With the aid 
of some Belgian business men a capital of a million francs was 
raised and placed at the disposal of a Committee for the Study of 
the African Congo.” In 1879 the committee sent Henry M. 
Stanley to Africa. Stanley’s party sailed up the Congo River^ 
constructed portages, built roads and bridges, established stations, 
and above all made treaties with the native chieftains which guar- 
anteed them protection ” in the possession of their lands. Un- 
fortunately for Leopold, the French were already established in 
the Congo ; but in 1885 an international conference of the European 
Powers, which met at Berlin to adjust the African claims of various 
states, recognized Leopold’s claim to the upper Congo. 

In 1885 the territory which Leopold thus acquired was given the 
name of the Congo Free State.” Leopold was the sovereign ” 
of the Congo Free State, a dominion of some 900,000 square miles. 
In his capacity as sovereign, Leopold declared all vacant lands ” 
the property of the state, conferred on the state a monopoly of all 
rubber and ivory produced in the vacant lands, and forbade the 
natives to sell rubber or ivory to anyone except the state. The 
state was Leopold. The vacant lands (all of the lands except the 
small possessions of the scattered tribes) contained vast herds of 
ivory-bearing elephants, and were suited to producing enormous 
quantities of rubber. But how get the rubber and ivory? Euro- 
pean labor was not to be thought of. The climate was unsuited 
to Europeans, and in any case European labor was much too expen- 
sive. Leopold’s vast enterprise had already left him nearly bank- 
rupt, Would the natives willingly labor to enrich the Belgian 
king? They would not. Therefore Leopold, in his capacity as 
sovereign, levied taxes on the natives ■— that is, required each 
village to deliver regularly a certain amount of ivory and rubber. 
Native troops (natives found it easier to serve in the army than to 
work) were organized and armed to enforce the collection of the 
ivory and rubber from the villages. Native women were some- 
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times held as hostages until the rubber and ivory were delivered. 
Native insurrections were ruthlessly put down. 

Leopold was a humanitarian, true ; but he had ventured so deep 
that unless he got rubber and ivory he was ruined. Therefore, like 
many another humane man, he countenanced ” the atrocities. 
That is, he countenanced them from Brussels or the Riviera ; he 
was not present in Africa watching the business. At all events the 
natives were subjected to torture and involuntary servitude in order 
to enrich the King of Belgium. Meantime, they took on European 
civilization to the extent of learning a few French words and 
acquiring a taste for gin. 

Whether civilizing or not, the enterprise was a gamble for great 
stakes, which in the end succeeded. During the ten years from 
1890 to 1900 the demand for rubber increased, and Leopold’s profits 
from rubber alone were some $15,000,000. These did not include 
the profits to corporations, such as the American Congo Company, 
to which Leopold had granted concessions and whose methods of 
collecting rubber were similar to those of Leopold. Leopold’s great 
fortune was spent partly in building splendid palaces, partly in 
land speculations on the Riviera, partly in making Ostende the 
most famous bathing resort in the world. 

Meantime rumors of “Belgian atrocities” spread through Europe. 
Criticism led to investigation. Investigation led to the interven- 
tion of the Belgian government. In 1908 Leopold renounced his 
sovereignty, and the Congo Free State became the Belgian Congo. 
Since then the production of rubber and ivory has continued, 
under somewhat more humane conditions, to the benefit of buyers 
and sellers of rubber — including you and me, if we own automobiles. 

A story of gold and diamonds. The expansion of British power 
in Africa started from two opposite points on the continent — 
Egypt, and the Cape of Good Hope. The Cape of Good Hope was 
taken from the Dutch by the English in 1806. In 1870 British 
possessions in South Africa, known as Cape Colony and Natal, 
extended north to the Orange River, Meantime the Boers (the 
people of Dutch and French origin) had moved to the north and 
east and had established there two independent republics — the 
Orange Free State and the Transvaal Republic. 
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In 1867 and 1870 there occurred two events of great importance 
for South Africa. The first was the discovery of diamonds near 
Kimberley. The second was the arrival in Cape Colony of a young 
Englishman named Cecil Rhodes. 

One day in 1867 a Dutch farmer saw some children playing 
marbles with round stones which they had picked up in the gravel. 
One of the stones struck the farmer on account of its brilliant luster. 
He took it off to town where, upon examination, it turned out to be 
a diamond worth $2500. Similar stones were easily found in the 
region round about, one of which (the famous “Star of South 
Africa ”) eventually sold for $125,000. The upshot of these discov- 
eries was that Griqualand West, a sort of “ no man^s land between 
The Orange Free State and British Cape Colony, proved to be the 
seat of the richest diamond deposits in the world. Needless to say, 
men came running from the four quarters of the globe. Within a 
few years the place was a country of tents and shacks, housing one 
of the most picturesque gangs of adventurers ever huddled together. 

In 1870, at the beginning of this scramble for diamonds, Cecil 
Rhodes, a boy of seventeen, arrived in Cape Colony. He did not 
come for the diamonds. His ambition was to go to Oxford and be 
a lawyer or a minister of the gospel. But his health was poor, and 
he was sent out to work for his brother, Herbert. Years after, 
when he was rich and famous, Cecil Rhodes said : “ They will tell 
you that I came out on account of my health, or from love of ad- 
venture, and to some extent that may be true ; but the real reason 
is that I could no longer stand the eternal cold mutton.” No 
man profited so much from the wealth of South Africa as Cecil 
Rhodes ; no man did more to bring that country under the British 
flag. Perhaps one of the most effective causes of British expansion 
in Africa was Cecil Rhodes’s aversion to cold mutton. 

For a year the boy worked with his brother, Herbert, trying to 
raise cotton in Cape Colony. But in 1871 the two men moved on 
to the diamond fields, where they obtained a claim ; and there we 
may picture Cecil “ wearing flannels of the school playing-field, 
somewhat shrunken from strenuous rather than effective washing 
that still left the color of red dust, . . . his tail figure crumpled up 
on an inverted bucket, as he sat scraping his gravel surrounded by 
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his dusky Zulus/' In this rough-and-tumble life Ms health im- 
proved and his latent business acumen emerged. He foresaw that 
money was to be made, not by scraping in the gravel, but by getting 
control of the claims and letting others scrape in the gravel for him. 
As he got money he bought up the claims of discouraged miners. 
He formed a partnership with a man named Rudd. Leaving Rudd 
to watch the business, Rhodes went back to England and entered 
Oxford University. There he listened to John Ruskin preaching to 
the youth of England to make their country again a royal throne 
of kings ; a sceptered isle, for all the world a source of light, a center 
of peace." An Oxford degree, Rhodes thought, would be useful 
to him ill his career." Meantime he learned all he could about 
diamonds and business and the stock market ; and all the time he 
kept in touch with the situation in South Africa through his partner, 
Rudd, to whom he wrote that the main thing at present was to 

accumulate the ready." 

The purpose of “ accumulating the ready " was to buy up claims. 
In the ten years from 1870 to 1880 diamond-mining was an uncer- 
tain business. There were diamonds a-plenty ; but after the top 
gravel had been worked, it was a question of proper digging, of 
pumps for keeping the water out, and of structural work to keep 
the reef from falling in. Individual miners without capital became 
discouraged. Rhodes never did. He “ accumulated the ready " 
and bought claims. He founded the Be Beers Mining Company 
(1880), borrowed money, and bought more claims until in 1885 the 
Be Beers Company, of which Rhodes was chief owner, had a capital 
value of $4,207,505. But this was not enough. Rhodes aimed at 
nothing less than a monopoly. The chief rival of the Be Beers 
Company was one Barnett Isaacs, who had come to the mines in 
1873 with a capital of sixty boxes of cigars, had changed his name 
to Barney Barnato, and within fifteen years had become the owner 
of the Kimberley mines and the richest man in South Africa. 
Then began a conflict of wits and wealth between Rhodes and 
Barnato, the Englishman and the Jew, for the mastery of the dia- 
mond fields. Rhodes won. It was a war of money and of clever 
juggling with stocks. Rhodes won because, with his English con- 
nections, he obtained the support of the great Rothschild bankers 
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of London, and because he was more clever at the stock-market 
game than his rival. 

The result was that in 1888 the two mining properties of Rhodes 
and Barnato were consolidated into the De Beers Consolidated 
Mines. This new company, controlled by Rhodes, Barnato, and 
two other men, presently had a monopoly of the diamond fields 
of South Africa, which produced 90 per cent of the world^s supply. 
But even this was not enough. Rhodes had meantime become 
interested in the gold fields discovered in the Transvaal, and there 
he founded the Consolidated Gold Fields of South Africa — a 
company which ultimately gained a monopoly of the gold produc- 
tion. During the ten years from 1890 to 1900 Rhodes was virtually 
master of these two monopolies, and his personal income from 
properties of all sorts must have been close to $5,000,000 annually. 

Strange as it may seem, Cecil Rhodes cared little for money in 
itself. What he enjoyed was the game ; what he wanted was power ; 
and like many men of genius he convinced himseK that the power 
he acquired could be used for the benefit of mankind. As it hap- 
pens, we know what dreams he dreamed and what faith inspired 
him. The faith was childlike and the dreams magnificent. Let 
us take a look at them. 

Early in life Rhodes decided that God’s purpose, as revealed in 
the history of mankind, was to produce a race of men fitted to 
establish peace, liberty, and justice in the world. The race ob- 
viously most fitted to do this was the Anglo-Saxon race ; hence it 
followed that the surest way to promote the fulfillment of God’s 
purpose in the world was to labor for the extension of the British 
Empire. Rhodes therefore dreamed of a British Empire which 
would some day include the United States, a great part of Asia, 
and all of Africa. Since it was not for one man, even a Cecil 
Rhodes, to attain the whole of this great, object, he limited his 
activities to Africa alone. 

Rhodes therefore used his great wealth for the philanthropic 
purpose of extending the British Empire in South Africa, and at 
the same time he used the extension of the empire in South Africa 
to increase his wealth. ‘‘ Philanthropy is all very well in its way,” 
he said, but philanthropy plus 5 per cent is a good deal better.” 
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Statue of Cecil Rhodes at Capetown 
Cecil Rhodes (1853-1902) left a large sum of money, derived from his gold and 
diamond mines, to provide scholarships at the University of Oxford for two hun- 
dred young men from outlying parts of the British Empire, and also from 
Germany and the United States. 

He took part in the political game, acquired control of newspapers, 
subscribed to party funds, and was elected to office. His first 
object was to extend the British flag over Bechuanaland, which 
lay between the Transvaal and German West Africa — the “ Suez 
Canal of South Africa,’’ as he called it. His first efforts failed; 
but in iSSs, partly through Rhodes’s influence, but chiefly through 
the pressure of imperialist influences in England, the British 
government took possession of Bechuanaland. 

North of Bechuanaland and the Transvaal was an immense up- 
land country, fertile and well watered, rich in gold and other min- 
erals. By the right of possession, said to be nine points of the 
law,” this country belonged to a warlike native tribe known as the 
Matabeles. But by the law of Rhodes’s philosophy it should belong 
to the British Empire. With the consent of the British commis- 
sioner of South Africa, Rhodes sent three agents to talk with the 
king of the Matabeles • Ring Lobengula. The result of this talk 
was that Lobengula, without very well knowing what he was 
doing, signed a document (1888) by which he granted to the agents 
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of Rhodes all the mineral rights of his country, in return for which 
he received looo rifles, 100,000 cartridges, a yearly income of $500, 
and a second-hand steamboat. The next year Rhodes organized 
the British South Africa Company. The charter of this company, 
granted by the British government, conferred upon the company 
for twenty-five years the right to develop mines, grant land, estab- 
lish a police force, and make treaties with the natives. The country 
was known as Rhodesia; and for more than thirty years it was 
virtually owned and governed by the British South Africa Com- 
pany. 

King Lobengula was not pleased with these proceedings. He 
wrote a letter of protest to Queen Victoria, in which he said : 

Some time ago a party of men came into my country, the prin- 
cipal one appearing to be a man called Rudd. They asked me for a 
place to dig gold and said they would give me certain things for the 
right to do so, I told them to bring what they would and I would 
show them what I would give. A document was written and pre- 
sented to me for signature. I asked what it contained, and was 
told that in it were my words and the words of those men. I put 
my hand to it. About three months afterwards I heard from other 
sources that I had given by that document the right to all the 
minerals in my country. 

Thus Lobengula lost his country but learned something of Euro- 
pean civilization.’^ 

A story of high finance. The story of high finance I have selected 
to tell has to do with the British occupation of Egypt. Other 
stories might have been selected ; but this one shows very well how 
surplus capital stored up in Europe found its way into backward 
countries and created difficult situations which in turn led to 
political intervention — something which no one had originally in- 
tended or desired. 

Ismail Pasha, the semi-independent ruler of Egypt (1863-1879) 
under the Sultan of Turkey, was one of the most observed and 
talked-of figures of his time. An ungainly looking person he was, 
short and fat, with drooping eyelids, tangled red eyebrows, and ears 
that did not match. Yet he was a clever and gifted man. Well 
educated and speaking French fluently, he was shrewd and good- 
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natured and witty ; he knew how to be ail things to all men, knew- 
how to fascinate them and to win their approval of whatever 
fantastic schemes he might wish to promote. 

Ismail, like Cecil Rhodes, cherished a dream of power, and like 
Rhodes he needed millions for the realization of his dream. By 
expensive gifts to the sultan he had himself raised to the dignity of 
khedive. He started ambitious projects for the improvement of 
harbors, the construction of docks, the building of railroads and 
telegraph lines, and the establishment of schools. The great 
object of Ismail was to Europeanize Eg}^!, and to transform 
Alexandria and Cairo into splendid capitals rivaling Paris and 
Vienna. Such public expenditures called for private economies. 
But unhappily Ismail was the most reckless spendthrift of his age. 
Whether at home or abroad he lived lavishly and every month 
invented a hundred useless ways of depleting his fortunes. 

When he became viceroy, in 1863, the public debt was already 
some $20,000,000. Within three years Ismail had increased the 
debt to $500,000,000. Where did he get all this money to spend? 
Wliere could he get more to spend in the same careless way ? 

Ismail got his money through the European bankers, who ar- 
ranged loans for the Egyptian government. The year before 
IsmaiFs accession his predecessor had arranged, through the bank- 
ing firm of Froeling and Goschen of London, for a loan of $16,500,- 
000, What happened was something like this. The bankers 
offered Egyptian bonds for sale. The face value of the bonds was, 
let us say, |ioo each, bearing 7 per cent interest. Now, since the 
rate of interest was pretty high, many people were willing to invest 
their money in these bonds ; but since they could not be sure the 
Egyptian government would be able to pay the interest and prin- 
cipal, they w^ere not willing to pay $100 for a bond. They were 
willing to pay perhaps $75 a bond. This meant that the bond- 
holders got about 10 per cent interest on the money invested. The 
bankers got a tidy sum for selling the bonds. The Egyptian gov- 
ernment got the rest — - that is, not the $16,500,000, but only about 
^12,375,000. Of course the Egyptian government had to pay 
7 per cent on the $16,500,000. During Ismail’s reign many loans 
of this sort were arranged for him by the European bankers. It 
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was expensive borrowing for Ismail; safe and profitable business 
for the bankers; and profitable investment for the people who 
bought the bonds. But was it safe for the people who bought the 
bonds? That was the rub of the whole matter. 

Ismail did not worry so long as he had money in his pocket. 
The bankers did not worry so long as they made a good profit loan- 
ing other people’s money to Ismail. So the game continued. 
Between 1864 and 1874 new loans were arranged, chiefly thro-ugh 
English and French bankers, amounting to about $385,000,000. 
But as Ismail’s debt increased, people were more chary about buy- 
ing the bonds — were unwilling to pay even so much as $75 for a 
hundred-dollar bond. The result was that out of the $385,000,000 
of bonds sold, Ismail really got no more than $250,000,000. Some 
of this money he squandered. Some he spent on useful building. 
For example, $15,000,000 was paid to an English, company for har- 
bor construction in Alexandria. The work was well done; but 
Mr. Rivers Wilson, an Englishman who knew, said that $7,500,000 
would have been a fair price for the work. Thus Ismail paid going 
and coming. A good part of the money he borrowed remained in 
Europe, in the form of fees to the bankers and high interest to the 
bondholders ; a good part of the money he actually got came back 
to Europe in the form of over-payment for construction work done 
in Egypt — work sometimes well done, sometimes badly done. 

This dizzy game could not go on forever. The bankers found it 
more and more difficult to sell Egyptian bonds. Ismail found it 
difficult to borrow enough to pay the interest on what he had 
already borrowed. Then the bondholders said: “Pay us our 
interest I ” What could poor Ismail say, except : “ I can’t unless 
the bankers will arrange a new loan for me.” What could the 
bankers say, except: “ People won’t buy more bonds, since you 
can’t pay the interest on those they now hold.” There was one 
other thing the bondholders and bankers could say. They could 
say : “ The British and French governments ought to intervene 
in Egypt and straighten out its affairs, so that the European bond- 
holders can get their money back — with interest at 10 per cent.” 

Ismailhimself, not knowing where to turn for more money, asked 
for the appointment of British and French experts to advise him 
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what to do. At first the British government refused to interfere 
in Egypt in any way ; but in 1876 it authorized Mr. Stephen Cave 
to make an examination into the state of Egyptian finances. 
Mr. Cave's report showed that the Egyptian debt could be paid only 
by increasing the taxes and by cutting down the expenses. Ismail 
was incapable of cutting down expenses, and the upshot was that 
the British and French governments persuaded the Turkish sultan 
to depose Ismail and appoint as khedive his son Tewfik (1879). 

Under the new khedive the British and French governments 
took charge of Egyptian finances — - an arrangement known as the 
Dual Control (1879-1883). The severe economies and heavy 
taxes enforced by the Dual Control were unpopular. People in 
Egypt began to cry, “ Down with the foreigners 1 " Meantime a 
disgruntled army officer, Ahmed Pasha Arabi, quarreled with the 
khedive, and, partly to save his own skin, threatened to lead a mili- 
tary revolt against both the khedive and the Dual Control. There 
were in Alexandria many Europeans — diplomatic officers, busi- 
ness men, tourists. They became alarmed for their safety and 
appealed to the British and French governments for military pro- 
tection. Whether they were in much danger is uncertain. At 
all events the British and French governments, in order to 

strengthen the authority of the khedive," made a naval demon- 
stration by sending some warships to Alexandria (1882). One 
result of this demonstration was a riot in Alexandria in which some 
Europeans were killed. Another result was that Arabi began to 
fortify Alexandria. 

The British government then decided to land an army in Egypt 
and invited the French government to join in this enterprise. The 
French government refused ; and on July 10, 1882, the French war- 
ships withdrew, leaving the British fleet alone in the harbor. 
July II, Admiral Seymour bombarded Alexandria, the city sur- 
rendered, British troops were landed, and Egypt soon passed under 
the control of Great Britain. At that time, and many times sub- 
sequently, the British government announced that it would with- 
draw its troops as soon as order was established. For some years 
disorder was greater than ever. But even when order was estab- 
lished, and in spite of many promises, Great Britain retained her 
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control of Egypt. This seemed necessary, partly to protect Eng- 
lish investments in Egypt and partly to strengthen her control of 
the Suez Canal. Several years before, the British government had 
purchased the khedive's shares in the canal, and its financial control 
of the canal was now made secure by the military occupation of 
Egypt. 

Under British rule the Egyptians were as well governed as Orien- 
tals were likely to be by Europeans. Life and property were safe- 
guarded. Roads were improved. The death-rate was lowered. 
Schools were established. Yet the natives, most of them, were 
never reconciled to British rule, although they preferred British rule 
to that of any other European country. Were they better governed 
by Great Britain than they would have been by themselves? 
Probably. Were they better off — happier? Perhaps not, if they 
thought not, since “ nothing good or evil is but thinking makes it sod’ 

While the European powers were engaged, by these methods, 
in partitioning Africa, they were also engaged, by somewhat similar 
methods, in opening up ” the rich Oriental empire of China. Let 
us now see how that was done. 

How China was “ opened up ’’ and forced to grant valuable con- 
cessions to foreign powers. If you should say to an educated 
Chinese that the civilization of China is inferior to that of Europe, 
he would probably produce an inscrutable smile, as much as to say : 

These Europeans ! How young they are 1 They have wonderful 
machines, and they know how to fight. Like children, they are 
pleased with toys. Otherwise they know little. They have not 
wisdom.” Perhaps he would be right. The civilization of China 
is much older than that of Europe, her traditions in many ways more 
humane, the wisdom her philosophers have accumulated more 
profound. In one sense only was China, at the close of the nine- 
teenth century, a backward country — the inventions and the 
power-driven machines of Europe had never been applied to the 
development of her immense resources. Rich, populous, and 
un warlike, China therefore offered to Europe the most attractive 
opportunity in the world as a field for economic exploitation — for 
the acquisition of territory, the opening up of mines, the building 
of railroads, the investment of capital. 
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Until 1842 China was almost entirely closed to foreigners. The 
chief exception was that British merchants enjoyed certain strictly 
limited rights of trading in Canton. Long-standing difficulties 
between English and Chinese merchants ended in the so-called 
Opium War (1839-1842), the result 
of which was that the island of 
Hong Kong was ceded to Great 
Britain, and six of the principal 
Chinese ports (known as “ treaty 
ports ’0 were opened to British and 
other foreign subjects for residence 
and trade. 

This may be taken as the begin- 
ning of the opening up of China. 

During the next fifty years Euro- 
pean trade with China developed 
rapidly. The number of Euro- 
peans residing in the treaty ports in- 
creased ; consular and other agents 
of the European governments were 
appointed to look after the interests 
of their subjects residing in China ; 
and in the wake of the merchants 
and government agents came the 
missionaries, seeking to convert the 
Chinese from their “ heathen ways 
to the true religion (Methodist, 

Baptist, Anglican, or Catholic, as 
the case might be) . Yet the Chinese 
never welcomed the foreigners, the 
“ barbarians ’’ as they called them. 

The government resented political interference, while the people were 
irritated by the arrogance and strange customs of the barbarians 
and were often infuriated by the missionaries who told them that 
their religion was false and their customs immoral and degrading. 
Conflict was therefore incessant. Conflict led to diplomatic pro- 
test, and even war ; and as a result of constant pressure the Chi- 
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One of the Oldest Buddhas 

This stone image, found recently in 
China, weighs about two tons and 
is believed to have been carved 
about 400 A.D. 
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nese goYernment was forced to make a great many '' concessions ” 
to the European powers and to the United States — concessions, 
many of them, which one independent European power would not 
think of making to another. 

These concessions (known as extra-territorial rights) were of 
various sorts. First, certain Chinese territory was ceded outright : 
to Great Britain, the island of Hong Kong and part of the mainland 
opposite ; to France, the provinces of Cochin China, Cambodia, 
Anam, and Tonkin in the southeast (French Indo-China) ; to Russia, 
territory north of the Amur River, including the port of Vladivos- 
tok. Second, warships of European powers were privileged to 
visit any Chinese port, and even to sail up the Yangtze River. 
Third, in all the treaty ports (about sixteen in all) foreign residents 
were subject, not to Chinese law or Chinese courts but to the law 
and courts of their own country. Fourth, import duties on certain 
commodities, fixed at the low rate of 5 per cent, could not be raised 
except by the consent of the foreign governments concerned. 
Finally, the Chinese government was under obligation to protect 
Europeans in teaching and practicing the principles of Christianity. 

How Japan took a hand in the opening tip of China, and what 
came of it-, 1894-1900. In 1894 Japan took a hand in the opening 
up of China. The Japanese, unlike the Chinese, had welcomed 
the introduction of European customs. They established a strong 
government along European lines; they organized an army and 
navy equipped in the European manner and led by officers trained 
in European schools ; they mastered the mechanical and technical 
secrets of European industry ; they adopted the European calendar, 
and to some extent the European dress and customs. One other 
aspect of European civilization the Japanese adopted — the de- 
termination to use their new power to defend and extend the 
interests of Japan throughout the Eastern world. The place where 
Japanese interests needed most to be defended in 1894 was Korea 
(Chosen). 

Korea is the peninsula which extends from the Chinese mainland 
out into the Pacific, towards Japan. For more than two centuries 
it had been a semi-independent kingdom which paid tribute to the 
Chinese ruler and recognized his '^suzerainty.’’ But there were 
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A National Treasure op Japan 

An ancient bronze lantern (foreground) and the entrance gate (background) to 
the temple at Nara which houses the Daibutsu — a gigantic statue of Buddha 
dating from 750 a.d. The woodwork of the entrance gate is a dull but lumi- 
nous red, the plaster white, and the roof of green-gray tiles. The photograph 
was taken from the steps of the temple itself. 

in Korea almost as many Japanese as Chinese, and the constant 
quarrels between them embittered the relations between China and 
Japan. The result of this quarrel was the Chino- Japanese War 
(1894-1895), in which China, employing antiquated methods of 
fighting, was quickly and hopelessly defeated by Japan. By the 
Treaty of Shimonoseki (April 17, 1895), China acknowledged the 
independence of Korea. In addition, she was required to cede to 
Japan the admirable naval port of Port Arthur ; to pay an indem- 
nity of $57,000,000; and to open up to Japan four new treaty 
ports. Japan was now in an excellent position to compete with 
Russia, Great Britain, and France in the further exploitation of 
China. 

The ease with which Japan had defeated China alarmed the 
European powers. Since the time of Marco Polo it had been under- 
stood that Oriental people were rich and industrious, but no 
warriors at all.” Now the Japanese had proved themselves very 
good warriors indeed. This was something new in the world. 
Russia was more alarmed than the others, for the simple reason 
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that she wanted for herself the very thing which Japan had taken 
from China — Port Arthur. Japan was thus a menace to Russia 
because she had taken Port Arthur from China before Russia had a 
chance to do it. Russia therefore induced France and Germany to 
join her in advising Japan to restore Port Arthur to China. 
They said that the occupation of Port Arthur by Japan would 
menace the capital of China and ''render illusory'' the inde- 
pendence of Korea. Unable to resist the three European powers, 
Japan very reluctantly restored Port Arthur to China. As a 
compensation, the three European powers " advised " China to 
pay to Japan an additional indemnity of $24,000,000. 

Having " protected " China from the encroachments of Japan, 
the European powers hastened to claim their reward. Russia, 
France, Germany, and Great Britain insisted on lending China 
money enough (more than enough in fact) to pay her indemnity to 
Japan, and it was agreed that in case of failure to pay the interest 
the management of the Chinese customs were to be taken over by 
the European po'wers concerned. But the privilege of loaning 
money was not enough. By a secret treaty China granted to a 
Russian corporation the right to build the Siberian railroad through 
Manchuria. France demanded and obtained additional territory 
in southern China, together with the right of opening mines and 
building railroads. Meantime Germany was determined not to be 
left out in the cold. In 1 896 the emperor instructed his ambassador 
to " keep his eyes open for an event suitable as a cause for advance." 
The suitable event occurred in 1897, when some German Catholic 
missionaries in China were murdered, and about ten days later Ger- 
man warships steamed into Kiaochow Bay. The Chinese govern- 
ment, finding no European friends to protect her against Germany, 
yielded to the German demands. These were : (i) the lease to 
Germany for ninety-nine years of Kiaochow Bay; and (2) special 
privileges in respect to the opening of mines and building railroads 
in the rich province of Shantung (March 6, 1898). 

The other powers were not to be outdone by Germany. No 
sooner had the German fleet entered Kiaochow Bay than a Russian 
fleet entered Port Arthur. As soon as Germany obtained the lease 
of Port Kiaochow, Russia demanded and obtained, on similar terms, 
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the lease of Port Arthur (March, 1898). Shortly after Port Arthur 
was leased to Russia, Great Britain obtained a similar lease of 
Weihaiwei for '' as long a period as Port Arthur shall remain in the 
possession of Russia ’’ (July, 1898). Fortunately, China had many 
ports, and so there was one left for France. France demanded and 
obtained for ninety-nine years, on the same terms that Russia 
received Port Arthur, a lease of 
Kwangchow Bay (April 10, 1898). 

But with France in Kwangchow, 

Weihaiwei was not enough for Great 
Britain. She therefore demanded 
and obtained a lease of Kowloon 
(June 9, 189S), (See map, pp. 624- 
625.) 

How the scramble for colonies 
resulted in a number of colonial 
wars, 1898-1905. For twenty-five 
years the European powers had 
been engaged in establishing their 
political and economic power in The Great Buddha at Kamakura 
Africa and Asia. Difficulties with This bronze statue, fifty-two feet 
the natives had sometimes occurred, dates from the thirteenth cen- 

and the powers had sometimes come originally protected has been de- 
into conflict over their respective stroyed by fire and earthquake, 
claims. But until the end of the Secluded in a quiet valley, this 

century these difficulties had not templative calm so characteristic of 
been very serious. Then, in quick the Japanese. As Kipling says, one 

succession, there occurred four seri- “may hear the soul of all the East 
, . - , . about mm at Kamakura.’" 

ous colonial wars, and one serious 

diplomatic dispute that nearly precipitated a European war. 
must now learn something about these wars. 

I. The Spanish- American War, i 8 gS, In 1895 a rebellion broke 
out in the Spanish colony of Cuba, and for three years a destructive 
and indecisive struggle was carried on between the insurgents and 
the Spanish authorities. At that time Americans had about 
$50,000,000 invested in Cuban sugar and tobacco plantations 
iron mines, railroads, and shipping companies. American inves- 
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tors were hard hit by the rebellion, and naturally wished that it 
would end. Besides, many people in the United States sympa- 
thized with the Cubans in their struggle for liberty. Then on 
February 15, 1898, the American battleship Maine was blown up in 
Habana (Havana) Harbor. What caused the explosion is not 
known, but most Americans believed that the Spanish authorities 
were responsible. Remember the Maine I became a popular 
cry, and in April the American Congress, declaring that the 
Cubans ought to be independent,” declared war on Spain. 

The war lasted ten months. The Spanish fleet in Cuban waters 
was destroyed and the American army occupied Cuba and Porto 
Rico. Meantime, Commodore Dewey sailed for the Philippines, 
which were at that time also colonies of Spain, destroyed the 
Spanish 'war-vessels in Manila Harbor and occupied the city of 
Manila. In negotiating the terms of peace, the United States 
naturally insisted that Spain should recognize the independence of 
Cuba. But it was more difflcult to decide what should be done with 
the Philippines. The islands were said to be “ rich in mineral re- 
sources.” Manila was a Valuable naval base, coveted by Japan. 
Yet since the United States claimed to be fighting for the unselfish, 
purpose of freeing Cuba it seemed a bit hypocritical to grab the 
Philippines because they were rich in mineral resources. 

This question troubled President McKinley greatly. He tells 
us that night after night, unable to decide this momentous ques- 
tion, he walked the floor until midnight. Often he asked for divine 
guidance. And then, suddenly, he knew not how, it was clear to 
him that the United States must keep the Philippines. To restore 
them to Spain would be dishonorable” ; to allow them to fall 
into the hands of Germany or Japan would be “ bad business ” ; 
to recognize their independence would mean misrule and anarchy. 
For these reasons President McKinley decided that the United 
States must take the Philippines, educate the Filipinos, and up- 
lift and civilize and Christianize them as our fellow-men.” So in 
the end the United States took the Philippines — and also Porto 
Rico. 

2. The Fas koda Affair y 18 g8. While the Spanish- American War 
w^as being fought, France and England were on the verge of war over 




American M't 


Ruins op a Temple in Karnak 

Karnak, on the east bank of the Nile, is on the site of ancient Thebes. 

the Fashoda Affair. After occupying Egypt in 1882 the British 
had extended their occupation up the Nile into the Egyptian 
Sudan. In 1898 General Kitchener occupied Khartum and raised 
the British flag. Meantime France had built up a great empire on 
the Niger River and north of the Belgian Congo; and in 1896 the 
French authorities had ordered Captain Marchand to lead an ex- 
pedition from the Congo to the upper Nile. With a score of French 
officers and some two hundred natives, Marchand pushed into the 
uncharted wilderness and after two years of heroic effort finally 
arrived at Fashoda, July 10, 1898. Thus in 1898 the British flag 
was flying at Khartum and the French flag was flying at Fashoda, 
five hundred miles farther south. One day Marcharid (now a 
major) learned that Kitchener was approaching with troops, 
artillery, and gunboats. When the gunboats arrived. Captain 
Marchand was invited on board. Kitchener complimented the 
major on his splendid expedition but informed him that he must 
protest against the presence of the French in the Nile Valley as a 
direct violation of Anglo-Egyptian rights in the Sudan. Major 
Marchand begged the English general to observe that the French 
flag, which now in fact floated over Fashoda, had been placed there 
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by order of the French government. General Kitchener replied 
that he nevertheless intended to raise the English and Egyptian 
flags, and expressed the hope that no resistance would be oSered. 
He said that he would be glad to place a gunboat at the disposal of 
the major and his party to facilitate their withdrawal. To this the 
gallant major replied that he must of course yield to superior force, 
but that he and his troops would die at their posts rather than 
withdraw without orders from Paris. 

Having thus tested each other’s diplomatic courage, the two 
eminent commanders agreed to refer the dispute to London and 
Paris. They then separated, after a further exchange of compli- 
ments and gifts of fresh vegetables and wine. Kitchener raised the 
British and Egyptian flags, and returned to Khartum. Marchand 
remained at Fashoda, guarding the tricolor* 

This dramatic encounter in the heart of Africa brought France 
and Great Britain to the verge of war. At first it seemed as though 
neither government would back down. The British prime minister, 
Lord Salisbury, declared that the entire Sudan was subject to 
Anglo-Egyptian sovereignty by right of conquest, and that no part 
of it could be conceded to France. The French minister of foreign 
affairs, M. Delcasse, at first refused to withdraw from Fashoda, 
hoping no doubt by a brave front to induce the British government 
to concede some part of the Sudan to France. To strengthen his 
position he appealed for aid to Russia, at that time an ally of France. 
But the tsar’s government warned him not to count on Russian 
aid in case the dispute ended in war. Unable to obtain aid from 
Russia or concessions from Great Britain, the French government 
at last yielded, quite aware that the British had every military 
advantage. In ordering Marchand to withdraw from Fashoda 
(1S99), Delcasse explained that the major was only an emissary 
of civilization.” We must suppose that had Marchand represented 
France instead of civilization, the French government would have 
been in honor bound to support him. 

3. The Boer War, i8gg-igo2. The Fashoda scare had scarcely 
blown over before Great Britain was at war with the two Boer 
republics in South Africa — the Orange Free State and the Trans- 
vaal Republic. After the discovery of gold in the Transvaal (1886) 
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the country was filled with gold-seekers, chiefly from British Cape 
Colony. The Boers disliked the foreigners (whom they called 
Vitlanders) and thought it unjust that they should reap the profits 
of the gold discovered in the country of the Boers. Under the 
leadership of the president of the republic, Oom Paul Kruger, the 
Boers passed laws restricting the political rights of the Uitlanders. 
According to a law of 1894 no Uitlander could vote until he was 
forty years of age, or become a citizen until he had resided in the 
country for fourteen years. 

The Uitlanders resented these restrictions. They said that 
since they were a majority of the population, owned two-thirds of 
the land, and paid nine-tenths of the taxes, it was unjust to deny 
them equal political privileges. Undoubtedly it was. But Presi- 
dent Kruger saw clearly that if the Uitlanders were given equal 
political privileges they would control the government, and the 
Boers would be a subject minority in their own country. Un- ■ 
doubtedly that would be unjust also. 

Such was the situation when Cecil Rhodes took a hand in the 
affair. In 1895 Rhodes was at the height of his power. He was a 
multimillionaire. He was the premier of Cape Colony and the 
virtual ruler of Rhodesia. He was the most respected and well- 
beloved man in South Africa. His chief object was to bring all of 
South Africa under the rule of Great Britain. In November, 1895, 
Rhodes therefore entered into a secret conspiracy with the Trans- 
vaal Uitlanders to overthrow by armed force the government of the 
Transvaal Republic. The Uitlanders were to prepare for an armed 
uprising. With Rhodes’s connivance arms and ammunition were 
to be smuggled in to them. Meantime a band of filibusters, armed 
at Rhodes’s expense, were to be stationed in Rhodesia on the Trans- 
vaal frontier under the leadership of Dr. Jameson, a trusted friend 
of Rhodes. When the Uitlanders gave the signal, Jameson was to 
cross the frontier and help them carry through the revolution. The 
scheme might have succeeded but for one thing. Jameson was too 
impatient to wait. In spite of instructions to lie low until further 
orders, he made his famous raid into the Transvaal before the others 
were ready (December 29, 1895). The Uitlanders of course did 
nothing, the raiders were arrested, and the conspiracy failed. 
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When Rhodes heard that Jameson was on the march, he ex- 
claimed in dismay, '' Jameson has upset my applecart 1 ” He had 
indeed. It soon transpired that Cecil Rhodes, known throughout 
South Africa as a “square-dealer,” was responsible for the 
conspiracy; Jameson responsible only for its failure. Rhodes’s 
popularity collapsed like a pricked balloon. He resigned as premier 

of Cape Colony, and was censured 
by the British Government. Friends 
of a lifetime turned away in con- 
tempt. Yet Rhodes had acted from 
the highest motives — the profound 
conviction that by extending the 
British Empire he would be doing 
the will of God. Perhaps the ways 
of God are mysterious, and past 
finding out. 

The Rhodes conspiracy led di- 
rectly to the Boer War. It infuri- 
ated the Boers and united them 
against the English. It inspired 
the German emperor to send his 
congratulations to President Kruger 
in a telegram that was published 
throughout the world. It aroused 
sympathy for the Boers everywhere, 
even in England. Above all, it left 
the Uitlanders in the Transvaal 
worse off than before and finally, in 
1899, they appealed to the British 
government to intervene on their 
behalf. October 9, when the veldt 
was nicely covered with fresh grass for his cavalry horses, President 
Kruger abruptly terminated negotiations by sending an ultimatum 
to the British government. October ii, the British government 
declared war on the Transvaal. 

In England it was thought the war would soon be over. As a 
matter of fact, it lasted three years. Lord Roberts, with 250,000 
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soldiers, did indeed easily defeat the Boer army of 40,000 men. The 
Boer capital at Pretoria was occupied, and President Kruger 
fled to Germany. But the remnants of the Boer army, supported 
by the people, kept up a stubborn guerilla warfare. Such resist- 
ance, in so extensive a country, required drastic measures. Lord 
Kitchener, appointed to replace Lord Roberts, conducted syste- 
matic campaigns in one district after another; and in order to 
maintain his conquests he constructed chains of blockhouses or 
corrals in which the population, including women and children, 
were imprisoned. Superior forces and ruthless methods at last 
brought the Boers to submit. May 31, 1902, a treaty of peace was 
signed by which the Boers recognized the sovereignty of the King of 
England, on condition that the Boer language be used in schools and 
in the courts, and the conquered republics (the Orange Free State 
had joined the Transvaal in the war) should be given seK-govern- 
ment as soon as possible. In compensation for destroyed farms the 
British government agreed to pay $15,000,000. 

4. The Boxer Rebellion in China, igoo. While the Boer War was 
still on, the European powers, the United States, and Japan were 
engaged in suppressing the Boxer Rebellion in China. As a result 
of the ruthless aggressions of foreign powers in China, the mass of 
the Chinese people became every year more incensed against the 
“ barbarians.” The barbarians brought strange machines that 
made deep cuts in the country-side, or plowed through cemeteries 
where honored ancestors had lain undisturbed through the ages. 
They even took the people’s farms for their railroads, promising 
to pay for them. Promising to pay, oh yes ! But where was the 
money ? (Very likely in the pockets of corrupt Chinese officials 1 ) 
And then there was a failure of the harvest, and famine in some of 
the provinces (1899). Doubtless the hated missionaries, preaching 
a false religion, were the cause of all their troubles. So the people 
reasoned. 

Popular hatred of the barbarians was encouraged and directed 
by certain secret societies, such as the ^‘ Plum-Blossom Fists,” the 
“ Great Sword Society,” the “ Fists of Public Harmony.” The 
latter was a kind of Chinese Y. M. C. A. — highly religious and 
patriotic, and given to gymnastic exercises such as boxing. Hence 
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the name Boxers/’ which the Europeans gave to the members of 
all of these societies ; and as they were all active in the popular 
uprisings^ the movement came to be known as the Boxer Rebellion. 

From December, 1899, to June, 1900, disturbances spread through 
the northern provinces.’ Railroads were destroyed, missions 
ourned, some foreign missionaries and many Chinese Christian 
converts killed. Encouraged by some of the Chinese officials and 
joined by Chinese troops, the insurgents gained control of the capi- 
tal, Peking; and from June 9 until August 15 the ambassadors of 
eleven foreign powers, together with other foreigners to the number 
of 1500, were besieged in the British Legation. The German am- 
bassador, Von Ketteler, was killed on his way to a conference with a 
Chinese official. The foreign buildings, missions, and churches in 
Peking were looted ; the wealthiest part of the city was laid waste ; 
the business section caught fire and was burned to the ground. 

All this time the European governments were organizing a relief 
expedition. Finally an army of about 2000 troops — Russian, 
French, German, British, and American — reached Peking and on 
August 15 rescued the besieged foreigners. The empress and her 
court fled from the city, and the insurrection was ruthlessly put 
down. The foreign troops, with or without the consent of their 
officers, massacred some thousands of Chinese, systematically 
pillaged the shops, and looted public buildings. With equal ruth- 
lessness the insurrection was suppressed in the provinces, notably 
in Manchuria, which was overrun and occupied by the Russian 
army. 

Having suppressed the rebellion, the allied powers presented to 
the Chinese government a long list of demands, the chief of which 
were the following: (i) punishment of certain Chinese officials; 
(2) prohibition of the importation into China of arms and ammuni- 
tion for two years; (3) military defense of the foreign legations in 
Peking, and military occupation of the chief points between Peking 
and the seacoast; (4) an indemnity of about $386,000,000, to be 
paid off in thirty-nine years out of the Chinese customs and the 
salt tax. The indemnity was intended to cover only the value of 
property destroyed and the cost of suppressing the insurrection. 
The United States, whose share was regarded as moderate, received 
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$24,440,000 — twice as much as her actual claims were afterwards 
found to be. In 1908 the United States renounced $10,785,296 of 
her indemnity, and the Chinese government has since used this 
sum to educate Chinese students in the United States. 

One important result of the Boxer Rebellion was that it brought 
to an end for the time being the break-up of China. European 
governments were convinced that breaking up China was more 
difficult than they had supposed. The Chinese governing classes 
were convinced at last that China must be reformed or cease to 
exist. China for the Chinese ’’ became the cry; and under the 
lead of the empress dowager a serious attempt was made to reform 
the political, military, and educational institutions of China along 
the lines already followed by Japan (1901-1911). Another result 
of the Boxer Rebellion was that it had a great influence in bringing 
on the Russo-Japanese War. 

5. The Russo-Japanese War, igo4-igoj. In 1895, after her 
successful war against China, Japan had been forced by Russia, 
France, and Germany to restore Port Arthur to China. The 
Japanese had accepted, but had never forgotten, this humiliation. 
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Russia they regarded as chiefly responsible for it ; and since 1895 
they had watched Russia take over Manchuria and that very Port 
Arthur which Russia had advised Japan to restore to Cliina I 
Meantime the astute Japanese had bided their time and prepared 
for the day of reckoning. Every year the Japanese army and navy 
were strengthened, and in 1902 Great Britain was induced to sign 

wdth Japan' a treaty of alliance in 
which the two powers agreed to 
work together in defense of their 
interests in the Far East against 
Russia and France. 

Strengthened by this alliance, 
Japan was ready to resist the fur- 
ther extension of Russian power. 
Two points of dispute arose. One 
concerned Manchuria, the other 
Korea. In July, 1903, Japan agreed 
to give Russia a free hand in ex- 
tending her economic and political 
control over Manchuria, on condi- 
tion that Russia should give Japan 
a free hand in Korea. Russia re- 
fused this offer. Japan then sud- 
denly broke off diplomatic relations 
with Russia (February 5, 1904). 

The war between Japan and 
Russia was fought neither on Japa- 
nese nor on Russian territory, but 
in Manchuria — that is to say, on 
territory belonging to China, a neutral state. The Japanese cam- 
paign aimed to accomplish four things: (i) to drive the Rus- 
sians out of Korea; (2) to take Port Arthur; (3) to destroy the 
Russian fleet ; (4) to defeat the Russian army in Manchuria. All 
of these objects were attained. The Russians had not expected 
Japan to make war and were not prepared for it. The Japanese 
were ~ thoroughly prepared. Korea was soon occupied by the 
Japanese, In Manchuria the Japanese general, Oyama, defeated 
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Near here one of the decisive battles of the Russo-Japanese war was fought. 
The commercial importance of Mukden is declining. It is losing its trade to 
Dairen, which has the advantage of being a seaport. 


General Kuropatkin in the ten-day battle of Liaoyang (August 23- 
September 2, 1904), and again in the fifteen days of desperate 
fighting known as the Battle of Mukden (February 25-March 10, 
1905). Port Arthur had meantime been taken in January; and 
to complete the tale of disaster the Russian fleet, sent out from the 
Baltic, was located and destroyed by the Japanese (May 27-28, 
1905) before it reached Vladivostok. 

Both governments were now ready to make peace. The Rus- 
sians might indeed have continued the war, but all the chances 
were against them, and the people at home, having no interest in 
the war, were clamoring for peace and even threatening to overturn 
the tsar’s government by revolution. On the suggestion of Japan, 
and with the tsar’s consent. President Roosevelt therefore invited 
the two governments to meet and discuss the terms of peace. The 
conference was held at Portsmouth, New Hampshire. In the 
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Peace of Portsmouth (September 5, 1905), Russia agreed: (i) to 
recognize Japan’s special interests in Korea ; (2) to transfer to Japan 
her lease of Port Arthur ; (3) to evacuate Manchuria. Thus Japan 
gained more than she had demanded before the war began. Her 
revenge for the humiliation of 1895 at the hands of Russia was 
more than complete. 

How the colonial wars raised the specter of a European war, and 
what people thought about it. The colonial wars were important, 
not only in themselves, but because they made people think more 
seriously about colonial expansion and its possible consequences. 
For twenty-five years people had for the most part watched the 
merry scramble for colonies and concessions without thinking too 
much about the rights and the wrongs of it, or about the dangers that 
might arise out of it. Then, quite suddenly, one war after another 
came out of it, like rabbits emerging from a conjurer’s hat. Wars in 
China and Africa were bad enough. But what if this tangled skein 
of interests and rivalries should lead to a European war? The 
colonial wars raised on the horizon the fearful specter of a European 
war. The result was that people began to ask two questions. 
One was : Is all this ruthless aggression in backward countries 
right or decent? ” The other was : “ Is it safe? ” 

In answer to the first question many people said, “ No, it is 
neither right nor decent.” In most countries, during the early 
years of the twentieth century, there accordingly developed a cer- 
tain anti-colonial and pacifist sentiment. In France and Great 
Britain the liberal and radical parties which represented this senti- 
ment came into power (see pp. 569, 579). In Russia popular oppo- 
sition to the Russo-Japanese War resulted in the Revolution of 
1905, which forced the tsar to grant a constitution and checked, for 
the time being at least, Russian schemes for expansion in the Far 
East. Many books were published by able and prominent men 
denouncing the ruthless exploitation of backward countries as a 
modern form of imperialism. The '' new imperialism,” they said, 
was not only unjust to the subject peoples, but contrary to the 
principles of European democracy. At the same time peace so- 
cieties multiplied and increased their membership. They de- 
nounced war as morally wrong and economically unprofitable, 
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Statistics were relied upon, by practical men and dreamers, to 
prove that a European war would be a disaster to all concerned. 
The cost of modern war was so great, and the European countries 
were so dependent on each other in respect to trade and finance, 
that a general war would ruin all the participants, victors as well as 
vanquished. It was a great illusion’’ to suppose that any mod- 
ern nation could profit by even a victorious war. 

Governments themselves were alarmed at the prospect of a 
European war. In 1899, at the request of the Tsar of Russia, an 
international conference was assembled at the Hague in Holland. 
The first Hague Conference declared that a reduction of armaments 
was “extremely desirable.” It declared that the offer of any state 
to “mediate” a dispute between two other states could never be 
regarded as “an unfriendly act.” It agreed upon a proper method 
for submitting disputes to impartial arbitration. Each country 
was to appoint a number of judges ; from this list any two countries, 
engaged in a dispute, might select five members to establish at the 
Hague a special court of arbitration. This arrangement, modified 
slightly by the second Hague Conference of 1907, is known as the 
Hague Tribunal. For housing this court a splendid building was 
provided by the generosity of Andrew Carnegie, multimillionaire 
and author of a book entitled Democracy Triumphant. To the 
lovers of peace, the establishment of the Hague Tribunal seemed a 
decisive event — a turning point in the history of Europe. “After 
centuries of effort,” a contemporary writer said, “mankind has at 
last been placed on the road which leads to the remote goal of 
international peace.” 

But the statesmen and diplomats of Europe had rather less faith 
in the Hague Tribunal than the writer just quoted. Confronted 
by the possibility of a European war, the statesmen in each coun- 
try were disposed to ask, “Are we prepared for it? Would we 
stand alone, or would we have powerful allies?” One important 
result of the colonial wars was that the governments of Europe, in 
defense of their colonial interests and as a safeguard in case of a 
European war, hastened to strengthen old alliances and to form new 
ones. The outcome was that by 1907 Europe was divided into 
two hostile groups of powers — the Triple Alliance and the Triple 
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Entente. In the next chapter we shall see how these alliances were 
formed to preserve the peace, and how their rivalries in fact led to 
the Great War. 


QUESTIONS 

1. What were the chief colonizing countries in the sixteenth century ? 
What wars grew out of colonial rivalry in the eighteenth century ? What 
colonial possessions did Great Britain have in 1815? 

2. Why was there little colonial expansion between 1815 and 1875? 
What was the ‘^Little England” movement? Why did the interest 
in colonization revive after 1875 ? Why were business men and bankers 
especially interested in colonization? Generally speaking, what classes 
of people favored colonial expansion? What classes were indifferent or 
hostile to it? What political parties were anti-colonial? 

3. Explain how Belgium acquired the Congo. Who was Cecil Rhodes, 
and why did he go to Africa? How did he acquire wealth and power in 
South Africa? Why did he think it was the duty of Great Britain to 
acquire control of Africa? 

4. Who was Ismail Pasha, and what were his ambitions? How did 
European bankers supply him with money? Why did he have to pay 
high rates of interest? Who profited by his borrowings? How did the 
British government gradually become involved in Egyptian affairs? 
Why, after having promised to withdraw from Egypt, did Great Britain 
retain control of it ? 

5. How was China gradually opened up to Europeans? What were 
the early concessions made to European Powers? What were “treaty 
ports ” ? What was the cause of the Chino- Japanese War of 1894 ? Why 
was Japan able to defeat China easily? What did Japan gain by this 
war? Why did Russia, France, and Germany force Japan to give Port 
Arthur back to China? What further concession did the European 
powers demand of China after the Chino- Japanese War? 

6. What were the four colonial wars between 1898 and 1905 ? Explain 
what is meant by the “Fashoda Affair.” What was the cause of the 
Spanish-American War? Why did the United States take the Philip- 
pines? What w^as the cause of the Boer War? Why did it last longer 
than was expected? What was the Boxer Rebellion, and how was it 
suppressed? What was the cause of the Russo-Japanese War? What 
did Japan gain by it? 

7. What effect did the colonial wars have on the trend of thought in 
Europe? What influence did the colonial wars have on political history 
in France, 1899-1910? upon political history in England, 1906-1910? 
upon political history in Russia in 1905? What were the Hague con- 
ferences, and what provision did they make for preventing war? 



CHART FOR CHAPTER XIX. Showing how the scramble for colonies led to^many colonial wars. 
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C HAPTER XX. ALLIANCES AND ARMAMENTS : HOW THE 
GREAT POWERS PREPARED FOR WAR IN TIME OF PEACE, 
AND HOW THE WAR CAME BECAUSE THE GREAT POWERS 
WERE SO WELL PREPARED FOR IT 

It will he better to depend upori the great armaments for maintaining peace. 

Captain Mahan 

The moral is obvious: it is that great ar^naments lead inevitably to war. 

Sir Edward Grey 

The purpose of this chapter. One of the two great alliances 
existed long before the colonial wars described in the last chapter. 
This was HhtJ Triple Allia nce of Germany, Austria, and Italy 
( 187Q-1882) . It grew out of the fears and rivalries engendered by 
the Franco-Prussian War, and was largely the work of Bismarck, 
who wished to make the new German Empire too strong to be suc- 
cessfully attacked by any or all of its enemies. For nearly twenty- 
five years this was the only great alliance in Europe. Then, within 
a few years (1904-1907), a second and rival alliance was formed. 
This was the triple Entente of France, Russia, and Great Britain. 
It was the result partly of the rivalries engendered by the colonial 
wars, and partly of the growing fear of Germany. From 1907 to 

631 


632 THE AGE OF INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 

1914 these two combinations of great powers, each commanding 
military and naval resources never before dreamed of, confronted 
each other in an attitude of watchful waiting. 

None of the great powers desired a European war. On the con- 
trary, every one of them desired to prevent such a war. The great 
armaments and the great alliances existed not to make war, but to 
preserve the peace. Nevertheless the mere existence of great 
armaments and powerful alliances really endangered the peace they 
were designed to preserve. Armaments and alliances increased the 
mutual fears of the great powers, and their mutual fears led to 
aggressive talk and action which only increased their fears, until 
at last their fears and aggressions together plunged Europe into 
the Great War. . For forty years the motto of the great powers was : 
“ In time of peace prepare for war ; and the war came in the end 
because the great powers were so well prepared for it. 

How could such good intentions lead to such deplorable results? 
That is what we must try to make clear in the present chapter. 
Let us first consider the influences that led to the formation of the 
great alliances, and then the series of diplomatic crises to which 
their rivalries gave rise. 

I. The Formation of the Great Alliances, 1894-1907 

The Triple Alliance : How Bismarck tried to^ioirin an alliance 
with Austria and Russia and why he Mle^ Before 1871 Bismarck 
had done what he could to bring about three wars. But after 1871 
he suddenly turned into a man of peace. The reason is simple. 
Before 1871 he desired war in order to bring about the territorial 
unity of Germany ; after 1871, in order to perfect and strengthen 
the institutions of the new empire, he desired to keep the peace in 
Europe. This he thought would not be easy, since in creating the 
German Empire he had made many enemies. Any one power 
Bismarck did not fear ; what he feared was a coalition. One day 
one of his friends said to him : “ Count, fear of a coalition seems to 
be your nightmare.’^ Bismarck replied: ‘^Yes, necessarily so.^' 
The aiip of ail Bismarck’s diplomacy after 1871 was to safeguard 
Germany against a coalition of hostile powers. 

The country most feared by Bismarck was France. For France, 
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the defeat of 1871 had been a great humiliationj and Bismarck took 
it for granted that France was, and must remain, the chief enemy. 
Therefore he did what he could to keep France weak and to embroil 
her with her neighbors. He used his influence to sustain the new 
republic in France, thinking that a republican form of govern- 
ment would necessarily be a weak one. Besides, he encouraged 
the French government to embark on a policy of colonial expansion. 
He supported the French occupation of Tunis in 1881. He placed 
no obstacles in the way of French expansion in Morocco, in the 
African Congo, or in Indo- China. He felt that these triumphs 
would console the French for the loss of Alsace-Lorraine. More 
important still, he felt that France could not build up an empire 
in Africa and Asia without sooner or later coming into conflict 
with Great Britain, as in fact happened in 1898 {Fashoda A fair). ' 

But Bismarck felt that the most effective way of preventing 
France from forming a coalition was to form one of his own — 
to make Germany the center of an alliance too strong to be suc- 
cessfully attacked by any coalition that France could possibly form. 
His first idea was to make an alliance with Russia and Austria. 
The Russian tsar was grateful to Germany for her goodwill during 
one of the numerous Polish insurrections (1863). The Austrian 
government did not feel too badly about the defeat in 1866 because 
, Bismarck had been easy in the terms imposed on Austria at the 
peace. Accordingly, in 1872, the three emperors — Alexander, 
Francis Joseph, and WiUiam — met in Berlin, and the year follow- 
ing signed an agreement known as the League of the Three Em- 
perors. 

This friendly understanding was short-lived. The reason is that 
Austria and Russia could not reconcile their differences in the 
Balkans. Most of the Balkan peoples were, like the Russians, 
Slavs; and most of them were, like the Russians, Christians. 
Yet they were subject to the Mohammedan Turks. Russia hoped 
to increase her power in the Balkans by freeing these people 
from Turkish rule. Austria was necessarily opposed to Russia 
in all this. There were many Slav people in the Austro-Himgarian 
Monarchy and they disliked being ruled by the Germans of 
Austria and the Magyars of Hungary as much as the Slavs of 
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Serbia and Montenegro disliked being ruled by the Turks. Conse» 
quently, if Russia succeeded in freeing the Balkan Slavs from Turk- 
ish rule, would she not then take up the cause of the Austrian Slavs 
and help them break up the Austrian empire? For this reason it 
was impossible for Austria and Russia to be very good friends. 

The quarrel between Russia and Austria came to a head in 1875- 
1877. In 1875 the Serbians, Montenegrins, and Bulgarians re- 
volted against Turkey. The revolt was on the point of failing when 
Russia intervened by making war on Turkey {Russian-Turkish 
War). The Turks were hopelessly defeated and were forced by the 
Russians to agree to the Treaty of San Stefano (1878). By this 
treaty Serbia, Montenegro, and Rumania were to become inde- 
pendent states ; Bulgaria was to be greatly enlarged and permitted 
to govern itself, although still nominally part of the Turkish Em- 
pire ; and Turkey was to cede Kars and Batum to Russia and to 
pay her a heavy indemnity. This was a great victory for Russia. 

Austria was alarmed by the great extension of Russian influence 
in the Balkans. Fortunately for her, she was supported by Disraeli, 
the prime minister of Great Britain, who felt that British interests 
in the Near East required him to defend Turkey against Russia. 
Therefore both Great Britain and Austria demanded that the 
Treaty of San Stefano should be laid before a European congress 
for revision. Opposed by Austria and Great Britain, and unable 
to obtain the support of Germany, Russia consented to the revision 
of her hard-won Treaty of San Stefano. 

The revision was made by a congress of European powers — 
the famous Congress of Berlin (1878). It was the most brilliant 
assembly of statesmen since the Congress of Paris in 1856. Next 
to Bismarck, whose reputation was now at its height, the most ob- 
served of all the representatives was Disraeli — the most observed 
and the most influential. That old Jew, he is the man,” Bismarck 
said. But it was Bismarck himself, the Iron Chancellor,” who was 
the star performer of the play. Many of the decisions had already 
been agreed upon before the congress assembled. The chief decisions 
thus arrived at, and sanctioned by the congress, were the following : 
(i) Part of the enlarged Bulgaria was restored to Turkey; Eastern 
Rumelia was made a separate state under Turkish suzerainty. 





The Congress of Berlin, 1878 

From a painting by Anton von Werner. Bismarck is shaking hands with Count Schuvalov. Disraeli, leaning on a cane, is talk- 
ing to Prince Gortchakov. Behind Disraeli is the French representative, Waddington. To the right are several Turkish repre- 
sentatives, wearing the fez. 
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(2) Austria was permitted to take over, for administrative purposes, 
the Turkish province of Bosnia-Herzegovina. (3) In return for 
British aid, Turkey ceded to Great Britain the island of Cyprus. 
(4) The independence of Serbia, Montenegro, and Rumania was 
recognized. (See map, pp. 856-857.) 

Thus the result of the revision of the Treaty of San Stefano was 
that Turkey, Great Britain, and Austria profited at the expense of 
Russia. Bismarck had professed to be neutral. ^^My only desire 
is, like a good broker, to put the business through,” he said. But 
by merely remaining neutral, the influence of Germany was really 
exerted in favor of Austria and against Russia. The tsar and his 
government knew this well. They were furious with Bismarck for 
the part he played ; and Bismarck had to abandon, at least for the 
time being, his scheme of a triple alliance of Germany, Austria, 
and Russia. 

How Germany and Austria formed an alliance (1879), and how 
Italy was admitted, thus creating the Triple Alliance (1882). The 
hostility of Russia after the Congress of Berlin was such that 
Germany and Austria hastened to sign a treaty known as the Dual 
Alliance (1879). The terms of this treaty, which were kept secret 
for many years, were : (i) that if either party to the alliance were 
attacked by Russia, the other would come to the aid of the one so 
attacked; (2) that if any third power (France was understood) 
should attack either party to the alliance, the other would remain 
neutral, unless Russia joined the attacking party (France), in which 
case the two (Germany and Austria) would join their forces. This 
alliance was directed primarily against Russia, secondarily against 
France. It safeguarded Austria against attack by Russia ; it safe- 
guarded Germany against attack by France assisted by Russia. 

Three years later Italy was admitted to the German-Austrian 
alliance, thus creating the famous Triple Alliance (1882). This 
may seem strange, since Italy and Austria were enemies of long 
standing. The circumstances which drove Italy into the camp of 
her enemy, Austria, were complicated; but they may be stated 
simply as follows. 

Italy was profoundly irritated by the results of the Congress of 
Berlin, because Austria obtained Bosnia-Herzegovina while she 
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herself obtained nothing. Count Corti, the Italian ambassador, 
returning from the congress, explained that he returned at least 

with clean hands.’’ The Italians would have preferred something 
more substantial They were still more irritated when it presently 
appeared that France as well as Austria had obtained something 
at the Congress of Berlin. When M. Waddington, the French 
ambassador, learned that Great Britain had obtained Cyprus, he 
threatened to pack up his trunks and leave the congress. Bismarck 
and Lord Salisbury pacified him by promising that neither Ger- 
many nor Great Britain would object if France saw fit to take 
possession of the Turkish province of Tunis. Acting upon this 
promise, France took possession of Tunis in i88i. 

This act infuriated the Italians. Tunis was just across the sea 
from Italy, and it was the site of Carthage, which the ancient 
Romans had conquered. Hence for both geographical and sen- 
timental reasons, the Italians thought that if any European 
country ever obtained Tunis, Italy was the proper country to do it. 
Now France had stepped in before them. Outwitted by both 
France and Austria, the Italians felt that they were being left 
behind in the scramble for territory. When France occupied Tunis, 
the Italian government therefore sought an alliance with Germany. 
But Bismarck said that the key to the door which leads to us 
must be sought in Vienna.” He meant that if Italy wanted to 
form an alliance with Germany she would first have to make her 
peace with Austria. This was dif&cult, but it was finally done. 
The result was that in 1882 the three powers signed the famous 
Triple Alliance treaty. 

The chief provisions of this alliance were: (i) If Italy were 
attacked by France, Germany and Austria were to come to her 
assistance ; if Germany were attacked by France, Italy was to come 
to her assistance. (2) If any one or two parties to the alliance were 
attacked by any two of the great powers, the other one or two 
parties to the alliance must join in the war against the attacking 
power or powers. The treaty was to be kept secret and to run for 
five years. It was renewed in 1887, with some modifications, and 
periodically thereafter until the Great War of 1914, when it broke 
down because of Italy’s refusal to join Germany and Austria. 
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Thus Bismarck made Germany the center of a powerful alliance. 

It was not precisely the alliance he desired, but it served the pur- 
pose, especially since, in the period 1881-1890, he managed to 
restore friendly relations between Germany and Russia. His pur- 
pose was purely defensive — to keep the peace in Europe by secur- 
ing Germany against' attack by one or more great powers. 

The Triple Entente : How Russia and France formed an alliance 
as soon as Bismarck ceased to govern Germany. Even after the I 

Triple Alliance was formed, Bismarck did not abandon hope of j 

restoring friendly relations with Russia. He once said that there ; 

were two dangers Germany must avoid at all hazards. One was i 

the enmity of Great Britain. The other was an alliance between f 

Russia and France. His conduct at the Congress of Berlin had j 

won the goodwill of Great Britain, but it had lost the goodwill of j 

Russia. Would Russia now turn to France? This was what Bis- j 

marck feared and what he tried to prevent. In order to prevent it [ 

he was willing to make many concessions. These concessions were | 

formulated in a treaty between Russia and Germany, which Bis- ’ 

marck called his “ Reinsurance Treaty (1887). By this treaty 
Russia promised not to join France if France made war on Germany ; 
and in return Germany promised to support Russian interests in 
the Balkans even, to some extent, against Austria. 

The Reinsurance Treaty was to run for three years, and in 1890, 
when it lapsed, Russia was willing to renew it. Bismarck was will- 
ing to renew it too; but before a new treaty could be signed Bis- 
marck had ceased to be chancellor, and the direction of German 
affairs was taken over by the young Emperor William II. Unlike 
Bismarck, the new emperor thought, or was persuaded by others to 
think, that Germany as well as Austria had interests in the Balkans, 
and that Germany and Austria ought to join to defend their com- 
mon interests there against Russia. Therefore, when the Russian 
government asked for a renewal of the Reinsurance Treaty of 1887, 
the German emperor refused to renew it. 

This change of policy on the part of Germany was soon followed 
by the formation of an alliance between Russia and France. For 
some years the relations of the two countries had been friendly. 

Since 1888 the Russian government had floated loans in Paris, and 
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much of the money used to build the Siberian railway had been 
subscribed by the French people^ This relation of debtor and 
creditor helped to draw the two countries together^^ b ut above a ll, 
it w^as a common fear of Germany 
that united tiiem. TEe’result was 
that in 1894 the" two governments 
made binding a military convention 
drafted two years earlier. The 
terms of this defensive alliance 
(which were not precisely known, 
even to the French parliament, 
until 1918) were as follows: (i) If 
France were attacked by Germany, 
or by Italy supported by Ger- 
many, Russia would employ all of 
her forces to attack Germany ; 

(2) if Russia were attacked by 
Germany, or by Austria supported 
by Germany, France would employ 
all her forces to attack Germany; 

(3) the forces available for these 
purposes should be: for France, 

1.300.000 men; for Russia, from 

700.000 to 800,000 men. 

Thus four years after the retire- 
ment of Bismarck the very thing 
occurred which he most feared and 
had labored for twenty years to 
prevent — a Franco-Russian mili- 
tary alliance. This alliance was the first stage in building up the 
Triple Entente. The second was the formation of a cordial un- 
derstanding ’’ between England and France in 1904. 

The Triple Entente : How England and France, having been 
enemies for two hundred years, suddenly became friends, 1904. 
For two hundred years England and France had been on opposite 
sides in all the great European wars. In the time of Louis XIV, 
again in the eighteenth century, and once more in the time of Na- 



Dropping the Pilot 

This is one of the most famous 
of the cartoons of Tenniel. It ap- 
peared in London Punch, March, 
1890, on the occasion of the re- 
tirement of Bismarck. The cap- 
tain, young Emperor William II, 
is watching his old pilot, Bis- 
marck, leave the ship. 
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poleon they had fought over colonies and trade privileges. So 
persistent was this opposition that diplomats regarded the hostility 
of England and France as the basic fact of international politics. 
Even as late as 1898 the two countries were on the verge of war over 
the Fashoda Affair. Yet within six years after Fashoda they com- 
promised their rivalries and became friends. The change was so 
star tling that it was called a ^‘diplomatic revolution.'^ What is the 
explmi^Ion^this sudden frfSidship between ancient enemies? 
(pOne explanation is their fear of each other. Although they had 
been rivals for two hundred years, there had been no war between 
them since 1815, and most people had come to think that war was 
improbable, if not impossible, between two such highly civilized 
countries. But this feeling of confidence was destroyed by the 
colonial wars at the close of the nineteenth century. The expan- 
sion of both countries in Africa and Asia had once more, as in the 
eighteenth century, created serious conflicts between them. The 
Fashoda Affair of 1898 had made this clear. It had flared up like 
a fixe in the night, revealing the fact that England and France 
might easily find themselves at war before they were aware. After 
1898, therefore, statesmen in both countries began to seek the terms 
of an agreement that might remove the danger of a war between 

CD B ut the chief reason for the sudden friendship of England and 
France was their common fear of Germany. French fear of Ger- 
many needs little explaining. The French had not forgotten the 
loss of Alsace-Lorraine in 1871. The diplomatic ascendancy of 
Germany in the time of Bismarck was irritating to French pride, 
and the boastful speeches of the young Emperor William II were 
even more so. France was therefore only too willing to form alli- 
ances against Germany — not because she wished to provoke a 
war against that country, but because she wished to be too strong 
to be safely bullied. 

English fear of Germany does need a little explaining. As long 
as France was her chief colonial rival, England naturally sought the 
friendship of the German country — Austria or Prussia — which 
was opposed to the extension of French power in Europe. This 
is why England welcomed the unification of Germany and was 




Military Preparations in Austria 

This engraving from V Illustration of 1888 shows that the French kept a watch- 
ful eye on military preparations in neighboring countries. 

always on good terms with Bismarck. Bismarck said that Ger- 
many’s sphere of influence was in Europe. He said that Germany 
had hay enough on her fork ” already without burdening herself 
with colonies. This was exactly what England wanted — a strong 
Germany that would check the power of France in Europe without 
interfering with England’s colonial and naval supremacy. 

But what if the powerful Germany should try to become a great 
colonial and naval power? Then Germany might replace France 
as England’s chief rival, in which case England would as naturally 
seek the aid of France against Germany as she had formerly sought 
the aid of Germany against France. 

This is exactly what happened after the retirement of Bismarck 


in 1890. The young Emperor William II abandoned the anti- 
colonial policy of Bismarck. He said that Germany, as well as 
England, must become a world power, and he talked of smashing ” 
anyone or anything that stood in the way. At first his speeches 
seemed only amusing. But it turned out that they meant some- 
thing. They meant something because there were in Germany the 
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same powerful influences in favor of colonial expansion that existed 
in France and England. Since 1871 Germany had rapidly been 
industrialized. The population had increased from 41,000,000 to 
65,000,000 ; the number of people living in cities had increased 
25 to 50 per cent; the capital in the Deutsche Bank had increased 
from 60,000,000 to 7,000,000,000 marks; the steel production 
from 500,000 to 12,000,000 tons. In merchant and passenger ships 
Germany had come to rank next to Great Britain. In short, within 
twenty-five years Germany had become the second industrial coun- 
try of Europe. 

Now the result of this industrial revolution was the same in 
Germany as elsewhere. It created the same demand for raw ma- 
terials. Moreover, business men and bankers in Germany, as well 
as in France and Great Britain, were seeking opportunities in 
backward countries. These powerful influences Bismarck had 
held in check for a time. The new Emperor William encouraged 
them. His flamboyant speeches were eagerly welcomed by the 
influential classes — diplomats and administrators, manufacturers, 
bankers, professors, and colonial societies. It was not, however, 
the emperor’s speeches but the Industrial Revolution that was forc- 
ing Germany to become a world power. 

The English are not easily alarmed, but after 1900 there were two 
aspects of German policy that seemed to the English a little ominous. 
These were (i) the German activities in Turkey and (2) the German 
plans for a big navy. 

I. German actimties in Turkey. Unlike Bismarck, the Emperor 
William took a great interest in Turkey. He established friendly 
relations wdth the Turkish government and permitted German 
officers to help the sultan organize and equip his army. In 1898 
he visited the sultan at Constantinople and Damascus. At Damas- 
cus he made one of his famous speeches in which he assured the 
sultan and the 300,000,000 Mohammedans who venerated him as a 
caliph, that at all times the German Emperor would be their friend. 
Meantime German and Austrian financiers were organizing the 
famous Baghdad Railway '' project. The scheme was to con- 
struct a great trunk line running from Constantinople through 
Asia Minor and Syria to Baghdad, and ultimately to the Persian 
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Gulf. In 1902 the first concessions for such a railway were obtained 
from the Turkish government; and German and Austrian business 
men and bankers were already talking of Turkey as a German 
sphere of influence. The English did not like this very much. 
Hitherto England had been the friend ” of the sultan, protecting 
him against the aggressions of Russia. Now it seemed that Russian 
aggressions in Turkey were less to be feared, perhaps, than the grow- 
ing influence of Germany. 

2. German plans for a big navy. But the thing that alarmed 
England most of all was the’ emperor’s naval policy. Bismarck, 
not being in favor of colonial expansion, had never favored a big 
navy. Besides, he felt that if Germany built up a big liavy, she 
would lose the goodwill of England — one of the two things he most 
wished to avoid. But there was a strong sentiment in Germany in 
favor of a big navy. We need a big navy,” the Germans said, 
“ to protect our commerce and to defend our colonial interests. 
Look what happened to Spain in the Spanish-American War I In 
case of war with England, Germany woxfld be as helpless on the sea 
as Spain was. That must never happen. Germany has colonies 
— in Africa; she has concessions — in China and Turkey ; she has 
an immense commerce over seas. These interests must not be left 
at the mercy of England. Germany must be, if not the first, at 
least the second, naval power.” Therefore the German government 
adopted a “ big navy ” program. This navy program, worked out 
between 1898 and 1906, was intended to make Germany the second 
naval power in Europe. 

The result of these two fears — the fear of France and England 
for each other, and their common fear of Germany — was the fa- 
mous Entente Cor diale of 1904. The place where the two coun- 
tries were most likely to come into serious conflict was Egypt 
and Morocco. Although Egypt was nominally a part of the 
Turkish Empire, it had nevertheless been largely controlled by 
England since the military occupation in 1882, and in Morocco 
French investments and business ventures were so great that the 
French government already looked upon it as a kind of French 
sphere of influence. Yet neither government had ever recognized 
the superior rights of the other in either province. The substance 
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of the Entente Cordiale (April 8, 1904) was tha t France g ave Eng- 
landTfreThaj^^ she thoi^hTbest^ and Eng- 

land gave France a similar freedom in respect to Morocco. At the 
same time secret treaties were signed with Spain, agreeing that if 
France ever established a protectorate in Morocco, Spain should 
have that part of it that lies opposite Gibraltar. 

A few years later' these agreements were strengthened by military 
agreements. The army officers of the two countries worked out 
plans for effective co-operation in case they were ever at war with 
Germany. The naval officers worked out plans by which the 
French navy was to be stationed in the Mediterranean to protect 
both French and English interests there, while the British navy 
was to be stationed in the Atlantic and North Sea to protect the 
interests of both France and Great Britain in that region. The 
two fleets were thus stationed in 1912. 

The Entente Cordiale was the second stage in the formation of 
the Triple Entente between France, Russia, and Great Britain. 
There was now a French-Russian alliance and a French-British 
understanding. But there were still conflicts of interest between 
Russia and England. 

The Triple Entente: How England and Russia, having been 
rivals for a long time, managed to become friends, 1907. English 
and Russian interests had formerly brought them into conflict in 
three places — the Near East, the Far East, and central Asia. 
In the Near East the aim of Russia had always been to free the 
Balkan peoples from Turkish rule and to obtain for herself the city 
of Constantinople. England had always defended Turkey. But 
after 1900 the growing influence of Germany in Turkey alarmed 
England. Germany seemed to be a greater menace to English 
interests in the Near East than Russia was. Thus after 1900 Eng- 
land and Russia were drawn together by their common opposition 
to German influence in the Near East. 

For a time English and Russian interests had clashed in the Far 
East, especially in China. For many decades England had reaped 
the chief profits of the China trade. But as early as 1888 British 
consuls in Hong Kong complained that Russian merchants were 
becoming serious rivals in the silk and tea trade ; and at the time of 
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the Boxer Rebellion, Great Britain was much alarmed by the Rus- 
sian occupation of Manchuria. This was one of the reasons why 
she made , the alliance with Japan in 1902. Then came the Russo- 
Japanese War ; Russia was forced out of Manchuria, the activities 
of Russia in China declined, and the British-Russian rivalry in the 
Far East ceased to be a serious one. 

There was a third place where British and Russian interests 
clashed. This was in central Asia Great Britain, extending her 
conquests north from India, had gained a foothold in Afghanistan, 
whereas Russia had pushed south from Siberia to the frontiers of 
Afghanistan. Besides, both Russian and British citizens had in- 
vested much money in profitable enterprises in Persia, and the 
Russian and British governments were equally interested in estab- 
lishing a sphere of influence there. In 1907, since the rivalry of the 
two countries in the Near East and the Far East was no longer 
serious, it seemed possible to come to some agreement in respect 
to Afghanistan and Persia; and this was the more desirable since 
both countries had established friendly relations with France. 

The outcome of this situation was the Anglo-Russian Convention 
of 1907. By this convention Russia agreed that Afghanistan lay 

outside the sphere of Russian influence ’’ ; Great Britain agreed 
not to annex Afghanistan (for the present at least) , and to accord to 
Russia favorable trade privileges in that country. The agreement 
in regard to Persia began by saying that Russia and Great Britain 
would respect the integrity and independence of Persia.’’ It then 
proceeded to divide Persia into three zones — North Persia, Cen- 
tral Persia, and South Persia. The two countries agreed (i) that 
in the northern zone Great Britain would not obtain concessions 
for her citizens nor object to those demanded by Russia for her 
citizens ; (2) that in the southern zone Russia would not obtain 
concessions for her citizens or object to those demanded by Great 
Britain for her citizens ; (3) that in the central zone both countries 
might obtain concessions for their citizens. After this convention 
was signed the London Punch published a cartoon showing the 
Persian cat being torn into three pieces by the Russian Bear and 
the British Lion ; and in fact the .essence of the Anglo-Russian Con- 
vention was that the two countries agreed to share and share alike 
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in the exploitation of Persia, to the exclusion of all other countries. 
(See map pp. 024-625.) 

This convention completed the formation of the Triple Entente- 
The six great powers were now grouped in two rival alliances: 
(i) the Triple Alliance of Germany, Austria, and Italy; (2) the 
Triple Entente of France, Russia, and Great Britain. The result 
was that every international question became more serious than it 
would otherwise have been, because any question that concerned 
any one of the great powers, however trivial it might be, was likely 
to involve them all, since they were all bound together by diplo- 
matic and military alliances. The existence of the great alliances, 
formed to preserve the peace, really endangered it by raising every 
dispute to the dignity of a “ European crisis.’^ 

We shall presently study these crises and see how they led to 
the Great War. But before doing that there is another thing which 
must be understood. This is a state of mind, a widely accepted 
idea that war between races and nations is inevitable, and in the 
long run even beneficial. One way to make war inevitable is to 
think that it is. The Great War was the result, partly of the con- 
flicts of the European powers, but partly, also, of the idea that such 
conflicts, with war as the final arbiter, are grounded in the nature of 
things and therefore not to be avoided. This idea we may call the 

philosophy of imperialism.” 

The philosophy of imperialism : What it was, and how it helped 
to bring about the Great War. Many people accepted the philos- 
ophy of imperialism because it seemed to be confirmed by natural 
science. In 1859 Charles Darwin, an English biologist, published a 
book entitled The Origin of Species. It was one of the most impor- 
tant books ever published, because the central idea of the work has 
had a profound influence upon all modern thought from that time 
to this, Darwin maintained that the various species of plants and 
animals as we know them were not originally created in their 
present form. He said they had been gradually “ evolved ” from 
very simple forms of life. Every plant and animal, according to 
this theory, endeavors to live and reproduce its kind; but more 
individuals are born than can find proper nourishment. The result 
is a struggle for existence ” in which the strongest shove aside or 
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National Portrait Gallery, London 

Charles Darwin (1809-1882) 

His book, The Origin of Species (1859), exerted a greater influence on the 
trend of thought than any other book of the nineteenth century. 

destroy the weak. This enables the strongest individuals, that is, 
those best fitted to live in the place in which they find themselves, to 
“ survive,’’ and therefore to perpetuate their kind. Thus, according 
to this theory of evolution, the law of life is not peace but conflict. 
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Darwin did not apply this theory to the relations of men to each 
other. But other writers did. They pointed out that from the 
earliest times tribes and nations had fought for food and wealth 
and desirable territories. Those that were the most numerous, or 
the most intelligent, or possessed the best weapons, shoved aside or 
enslaved or destroyed the others. The victors established their 
customs and laws, their language, their religion — in short, their 
civilization. According to these writers the progress of civilization 
was brought about in the past, and could be continued in the future, 
only through the incessant conflict of peoples and races. According 
to these writers war is one form of this conflict and therefore a 
natural, and even a necessary, means of human progress. 

Meantime, this theory seemed to be confirmed by the great 
nationalist wars of the period from 1859 to 1871. The very year 
that Darwin^s book was published, Cavour began the war of Italian 
independence against Austria ; and the next ten years witnessed the 
Austro-Prussian War, the Franco-Prussian War, and the American 
Civil War. For the most part, people thought of these wars as 
victories in the cause of human freedom. The Italians had at last 
won independence from Austrian domination. The Germans had 
achieved what they had so long struggled for in vain: national 
unity and constitutional government. The French won once more 
what they had previously won and lost : republican liberty. The 
Americans, after thirty years of heated discussion over slavery, 
had abolished it. National independence, political liberty, the 
abolition of slavery — who could doubt that these were worthy 
objects ? Who could doubt that the achievement of these worthy 
objects was a victory for human progress? And yet these worthy 
objects had been achieved by war. They had been achieved, 
as Bismarck said, not by peaceful discussion but by blood and 
iron.’’ 

But if liberty could be achieved only by blood and iron, must it 
not be maintained by the same means? It was easy to think so. 
^Mn time of peace,” said President Grant, repeating an old Roman 
proverb, ''prepare for war.” For fifty years following the wars 
of independence — the Franco-Prussian War, the Italian and 
the German wars— every country, according to its fears and 
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its abilities, enlarged and perfected its army until Europe became, 
as someone said, an armed camp.” Not for aggression were the 
national armies perfected, but for defense. Since war was always 
possible and sometimes necessary, it was thought to be the sacred 
duty of every free people to defend its hard-won independence. 

In strengthening the spirit of nationalism and of militarism no 
one did more during these years than Bismarck. From 1871 to 
1890 he was the virtual ruler of Germany and the central figure 
of Europe. For twenty years his caustic epigrams and cynical 
observations were everywhere known and everywhere repeated. 
Everywhere people were familiar with his striking portrait — the 
massive face whose rugged, deep-lined features seemed hammered 
out of bronze ; the inscrutable eyes looking darkly and ominously 
out from under the spiked iron helmet of the German army officer. 
Lesser rulers and statesmen imitated his practices without his skill, 
and accepted his philosophy without tempering it with his common 
sense. His philosophy was simple and easily learned. He took it 
for granted that any nation which wished to play a great part in 
the modern world must rely upon shrewd diplomacy backed by an 
adequate army. Bismarck, like Napoleon, believed that God is 
on the side of the big battalions.” 

The philosophy of imperialism provided a justification not only 
for the national conflicts in Europe, but also for the ruthless exploi- 
tation of backward countries. “ By what right, ’ ’ many people asked, 
‘^do European countries deprive the Africans of their country and 
exact concessions from the Chinese against their will?” ^‘By the 
. right of conquest, the right of the stronger,” some people replied. 
But most people were too tender-minded to be satisfied with so 
bald and brutal an answer as that. They wanted to think that in 
taking control of Africa and Asia the European governments 
were doing something that it was necessary for them to do, some- 
thing that was beneficial to everyone concerned. 

There were plenty of politicians and writers who were able to 
give them the answer they wanted. The Frenchman, or the 
Englishman, or the American, or the German reasoned in this way : 

My country is a great country ; its laws and customs are excellent 
— the very best in fact. It would be well if all people were as moral 
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and intelligent and wisely governed as we are. It is a pity that the 
Africans, the Filipinos, and the Hindus live in ignorance, worship 
false gods, and adhere to degrading customs ; a pity that they 
cannot or will not develop the natural resources of their rich 
countries for the benefit of mankind. Is it therefore not the right, 
is it not the duty, of the more civilized peoples to do for the back- 
ward peoples what they cannot or will not do for themselves ? The 
British take control of Egypt, the French of Tunis, the Americans 
of the Philippines, because they have the power. It is right for 
them to use this power because by so doing they are spreading 
throughout the world a superior civilization.’’ 

It is a mistake to suppose that this philosophy flourished only in 
Germany. It was preached by prominent writers in every country. 
An influential American writer before the war was Captain A. T. 
Mahan, the author of popular books on the influence of sea power 
in history. In 1912 he published a book entitled Armaments and 
Arbitration, in which he maintained that if arbitration were sub- 
stituted for armies and navies, European civilization might not 
survive, having lost its fighting energy.” A far more influential 
American was Theodore Roosevelt, the beloved Teddy.” He 
was always preaching the strenuous life.” Diplomacy, he said, 
should be supported by the big stick.” It was his idea that 
America should play a great part in the world, and especially 
. . , perform those deeds of blood, of valor, which above every- 
thing else bring national renown.” 

Similar ideas were expressed by British writers. In 1890 the 
famous scientist, Karl Pearson, delivered a lecture on National Life 
from the Standpoint of Science. His idea is expressed in the follow- 
ing sentence : “ History shows me one way, and one way only, in 
which a high state of civilization has been produced — namely, 
the struggle of race with race, and the survival of the physically and 
mentally fitter race.” About 1898 Wilfred Scawin Blunt noted in 
his diary that the imperialist philosophy was becoming popular in 
England, especially among the younger men. Gerald Balfour, Mr. 
Blunt says, maintained that patriotism was the imperial instinct 
of Englishmen, who should support their country’s quarrels even 
when in the wrong” ; and this idea he “based on the application 
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to . . . politics of Darwin’s law of the selection of the fittest, or 
rather of what is an exaggerated interpretation of that law.” 
George Wyndam and the young imperialists,” according to Mr. 
Blunt, “are going in for England’s overlordship and they won’t 
stand half measures.” These ideas Mr. Blunt called a species of 
scientific inhumanity.” 

German writers were not the only, but only the most systematic 
and thoroughgoing, expounders of the philosophy of imperialism. 
In 1883 Gumplowicz published a scholarly book of great influence 
entitled The Race Conflict^ in which he aimed to prove that “ the 
perpetual struggle of races is the law of history, while perpetual 
peace is the dream of idealists.” Heinrich von Treitschke had even 
greater influence on popular thought in Germany. From 1874 
until his death in 1896 he lectured at the University of Berlin to 
crowds of students and others, preaching with passionate con- 
viction the doctrine of patriotic nationalism, and of militarism and 
war as a means of human progress. His ideas are expressed in a 
book translated under the title Politics. “ War,” he said, “ is both 
justifiable and moral, and the hope of perpetual peace is not only 
impossible, but immoral as well.” “ Our age is the age of iron ; 
and if the strong vanquish the weak, it is the law of life.” 

During the ten years before the war a widely read German 
writer was Friedrich von Bernhardi, whose most important books 
were Germany and the Next War, and Our Future. The latter was 
translated under the misleading title Britain as Germany s Vassal, 
in 1912. He said: 

If it were not for war, we should probably find that inferior races 
would overcome healthy, youthful ones by their wealth and num- 
bers. (p. in) 

We must strenuously combat the peace propaganda. . . . We must 
become convinced that war is a political necessity, and that it is 
fought in the interest of biological, social, and moral progress, (p.105) 

These are only a few of the many examples of the philosophy of 
imperialism that might be given. It is clear that some writers 
formulated this philosophy in a realistic way : they emphasized the 
fact that the strong will naturally shove aside the weak. Other 
writers formulated it in a more idealistic way : they emphasized the 
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notion that it is the duty of the superior races to civilize the inferior. 
The latter method was the more effective because it appealed to 
a greater number of people. 

Of this latter group of writers one of the most influential was 
Rudyard Kipling, the author of many stories and poems. {Plain 
Tales from^ the Hills, The Seven Seas, etc.) Kipling was an artist, 
a heaven-born teller of interesting tales in prose and verse. He 
describes vividly, and often with brutal frankness, the relations of 
the English and the natives subject to British rule; and yet he 
contrives to invest the whole business with a kind of romantic 
glamour. He makes it appear that after all the English, in spread- 
ing their empire throughout the world, are sacrificing their ease 
and comfort for the benefit of mankind. In one famous poem, 
'' The White Man’s Burden,” Kipling expressed the essence of this 
sentimental and romantic faith : 

Take up' the White Man’s burden, 

Send forth the best ye breed, 

Go bind your sons to exile. 

To serve your captive’s need, 

To wait in heavy harness 
On fluttered folk and wild — • 

Your new-caught sullen people, 

Half devil and half child. 

We have now described the formation of the great alliances — 
the Triple Alliance, and the Triple Entente ; and we have set forth 
the philosophy which justified them. It remains to be seen how the 
conflict between these alliances, and the acts of men who were 
influenced by this philosophy, led to the Great War. 

Between 1905 and 1914 five serious diplomatic conflicts or 
‘^ crises ” occurred. Two of them (the first and second Morocco 
crises, 1905, 1911) greatly intensified the hostility between France 
and Germany. Two of them (the Bosnian crisis, 1908, and the 
Balkan War crisis, 1912-1913) greatly intensified the hostility 
between Austria and Russia. The last one (the Sarajevo crisis, 
19x4) brought on the war. Ail of these disputes were concerned 
with the same fundamental rivalries. Each one seemed more 
serious than the last. As we review them now, they all convey an 
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ominous warning, like the bumping of a derailed train on the ties 
before it takes the fatal plunge into the ditch. 

II. The Conflict of the Great Alliances 

First and second Morocco crises, 1905, 1911 : How they inten- 
sified the hostility between France and Germany. After the 
“ cordial understanding between England and France the French 
government at once took steps to strengthen its control of Morocco. 
The finances of that country needed attention. The sultan had 
spent money recklessly ; and, unable to increase his revenue by 
taxes, he had borrowed through French bankers the sum of , 
62,500,000 francs, pledging 60 per cent of his customs duties as 
security for the loan. For these reasons the French government 
felt that the time had come to set the affairs of Morocco in order. 
Late in 1904 the sultan was accordingly asked to agree to certain 
reforms. These included: (i) the establishment in Morocco of 
a military force commanded by French officers ; (2) the establish- 
ment in Morocco, under French direction, of a state bank to man- 
age the sultan’s finances. These reforms, if agreed to, would have 
given France the same kind of control in Morocco that Great 
Britain had in Egypt. 

At first the German government did nothing ; but a few months 
later it intervened in a most dramatic fashion. The Emperor 
William made an official visit to the sultan of Morocco. Landing 
from the royal yacht at Tangier, March, 1905, the kaiser mounted 
a horse, rode through the streets of the city, and made one of his 
famous speeches. Addressing the representative of the sultan, he 
said : 

Today I pay my visit to the sultan in his character of independent 
sovereign. I hope that, under the sultan’s sovereignty, a free 
Morocco will remain open to the pacific competition of all nations, 
without monopoly and without annexations. I am resolved to do 
all in my power properly to safeguard the interests of Germany, 
since I regard the sultan as being an absolutely free sovereign. 

The result of the emperor’s visit was that the sultan refused to 
accept the reforms proposed by France unless they were approved 
by the European powers. The German government also demanded 
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that the French proposals be submitted to a conference of the 
powers. From the point of view of international law, Germany had 
every right to protest. From the point of view of international 
etiquette, her method of doing so had the appearance of a defiance 
of France — almost of an insult, like a slap in the face, publicly 
administered. What then would France do? The French foreign 
minister, Delcasse, was ready to refuse the German demands, even 
if it meant war. But the French premier, M. Rouvier, was un- 
willing to run the risk. He therefore agreed to refer the question 
of reforms in Morocco to a conference of the European powers. 
His concession on behalf of peace was generally regarded as a 
blow to French pride and a victory for German diplomacy. 

The conference assembled at Algeciras, in Spain, January i6, 
1906. After three months of negotiation it adopted the Act of 
Algeciras, April 7. In form, the Act of Algeciras recognised the 
sovereignty ’’ of the Sultan of Morocco, guaranteed the in- 
tegrity ’’ of his territory, and declared that the country should be 
freely open to the trade of all nations. In reality, the act deprived 
the sultan of his sovereignty and placed the country largely under 
the control of France and Spain. This was accomplished chiefly 
through two provisions: (i) the establishment of a police force 
commanded by French and Spanish officers ; (2) the establishment, 
to manage the finances of the country, of a state bank at Tangier, 
in wliich France, Spain, and Great Britain had the controlling 
interest. The Act of Algeciras was a great diplomatic victory for 
France. 

The state bank established at Tangier did not succeed in 
straightening out the sultan’s finances. Every year the public 
debt increased. This was partly due to the extravagance of the 
sultan, partly to the conflict between the natives and the French, 
By 1910 the sultan’s debt to foreign (chiefly French, Spanish, and 
English) bondholders was nearly three times what it had been in 
1904. Meantime the native police force, commanded by French 
and Spanish officers, was unable to maintain order. The presence 
of the foreigners was offensive to the natives. As the debt in- 
creased, it was necessary to increase the taxes, and these still further 
incensed the natives and multiplied the uprisings. M. Tardieu 




American Museum of Natural History 

Market Outside the Walls of Tangier, Morocco 

William II visited the sultan in this city in 1905, at the time when he made 
his famous protest against French intervention in Morocco, thus precipitating 
the first “Morocco crisis.” 

put the situation in a nutshell : Without money, no soldiers ; 

for in the absence of pay they desert. Without soldiers, no money ; 
for taxes do not come in unless they are collected. It was a vicious 
circle.” It was indeed ! The more the French did to restore order, 
the more disorder there was ; the more they did to help the sultan 
pay his debts, the greater his debt became. The French govern- 
ment therefore resolved to help the sultan still further by relieving 
him of all responsibility. In 19 ii, on the ground that the lives of 
foreigners were in danger, a French army marched to the interior 
and occupied the capital city, Fez. 

The occupation of Fez startled Europe. It was taken for 
granted that the French intended to transform the “ independent ” 
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Morocco into a French. '' protectorate.’’ Once more Germany 
protested, in the same dramatic way as before. In July, 1911, 
a German gunboat, manned by 125 men, entered the port of 
Agadir on the west coast of Morocco. Another crisis was at hand. 
Throughout the summer of 19 ii everyone was asking, “Will 
there be war? ” Unless either Germany or France backed down, 
war was indeed almost certain. 

France had no intention of yielding this time, as she had in 1905. 
One reason was that her army was larger and better equipped. 
Another was that she could count with much greater certainty on 
the support of Great Britain. The British government requested 
Germany to withdraw its gunboats ; and in order to make it clear 
that England would support France in this quarrel, Lloyd George, 
the chancellor of the exchequer, made a famous speech in which he 
said : 

I would make great sacrifices for peace. . . , But if . . . peace 
could only be preserved by . . . allowing Britain to be treated as 
if she were of no account in the council of nations, then I say 
emphatically that peace at that price would be a humiliation in- 
tolerable for a great country like ours to endure. 

Unwilling to fight both France and Great Britain, Germany 
yielded. She agreed that France might establish a protectorate in 
Morocco. As a compensation, France agreed to cede to Germany 
a part of the French Congo. 

The crisis was over, and everyone was relieved. But the crisis 
had important results. It intensified the hostility of the Germans 
towards the French, and of the French towards the Germans. It 
intensified the rivalry of the great alliances — the Triple Alliance 
and the Triple Entente. Above all, it left many people in every 
country with a feeling that a European war, happily averted in this 
instance, was only postponed. More than ever before people felt, 
and said, “ After all, a war is inevitable; it is only a question of 
time.” 

The Bosnian crisis, 1908, and the Balkan War crisis, 1913 : How 
they intensified the hostility between Austria and Russia. These 
crises were but the prelude to the Sarajevo crisis of 1914 which 
brought on the Great War. They all had to do with the rivalries of 
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Austria, Russia, the Balkan states, and Turkey. These rivalries 
need a little explaining. 

The first thing to get clear is the nature of the Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy. The main point is that a great number of different 
and hostile nationalities were bound together, much against the will 
of some of them. There were in the monarchy nearly 50,000,000 
people. Of these, something more than one-fourth were Germans, 
something less than one-fourth were Magyars (Hungarians), and 
about one-half were Slavs. But the Slavs, although more numerous 
than either the Germans or the Magyars, were less influential in 
governing the monarchy. There were two reasons for that. First, 
they were themselves divided into many groups — Poles, Czechs, 
Slovaks, Ruthenians, Croats, Serbs, and Slovenes. Second, the 
Slavs were located around the fringes of the monarchy, while the 
Germans and Magyars occupied the center. For these reasons the 
Germans and the Magyars were the dominant groups. They 
really governed the monarchy, while the Slavs were subject 
nations. 

The Slavs were therefore discontented. They felt that they 
were governed by alien peoples who disliked them, disregarded 
their interests, and discriminated against their language, their 
customs, and their religion. The result was that many of the Slav 
groups within the monarchy wanted to get out of it. The Poles 
wanted to join with the German and Russian Poles to form an 
independent Poland. The Czechs and Slovaks wished to govern 
themselves as they had formerly done when Bohemia was a king- 
dom. The Serbo-Croats and the Slovenes wished to be united with 
the independent Kingdom of Serbia to form a greater Serbia.” 

This desire for political independence and union with their Slav 
brothers outside the monarchy is known as the Pan-Slav move- 
ment. The most active center of the movement was the Kingdom 
of Serbia. Little Serbia wished to become a greater Serbia, and the 
first step was the annexation of the province of Bosnia-Herzegovina, 
which was nominally part of the Turkish Empire but by the Con- 
gress of Berlin in 1878 had been turned over to Austria for pur- 
poses of admimstration (see p. 636). By annexing this province, 
Serbia would double her population and at the same time obtain an 
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outlet on the sea. But what chance had Serbia of annexing this 
province? Alone, little Serbia had no chance at all, since both 
Turkey and Austria would object. But Serbia was supported by 
Russia. The Russians sympathized with their Slav brothers and 
the Russian government would be sure to support them in their 
effort to be free from both Turkish and Austrian rule. Thus back 
of the scheme for a greater Serbia was Russia, and Russia was allied 
with France and Great Britain. From the point of view of the 
Austro-Hungarian government Serbia was merely a pawn in the 
hands of the Triple Entente. This is why the Austro-Hungarian 
government felt that the movement for a greater Serbia must be 
suppressed at all hazards. 

In 1907 the Austro-Hungarian government therefore determined 
that, upon the first favorable opportunity, it would block the 
Serbian scheme by annexing Bosnia-Herzegovina. The oppor- 
tunity came with the so-called Young Turk Revolution of 1908. 
The Young Turk Revolution had been brewing for some time. 
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Many patriotic Turks, especially those of good families who had 
traveled in Europe and studied in French and German universities, 
were much concerned with the weakness of Turkey. Let us put 
ourselves in the place of a patriotic young Turk in the year 1907. 
As he looks back over the history of the nineteenth century, these 
are the events that strike him as significant. In 1829 Greece, with 
the aid of Russia, France, and England, won its independence. In 
1830 France seized the Turkish province of Algeria. In 1878 the 
European powers at the Congress of Berlin deprived Turkey of 
Serbia, Montenegro, Rumania, Cyprus, and virtually of Bulgaria 
and Bosnia-Herzegovina. In 1881 France seized Tunis. In 1882 
Great Britain occupied Egypt. In 1906 Morocco was virtually 
turned over to France and Spain. It seemed that Turkey was 
no more than a tasty artichoke which the European powers were 
eating, one leaf at a time. 

In order to prevent the further dissolution of the empire, patri- 
otic Turks formed the Young Turk Association. Its motto was 

Union and Progress.’^ By progress the Young Turks meant that 
Turkey must adopt the European form of government, introduce 
European machines and industrial methods, develop the natural 
resources of the country, and so become strong, like the European 
countries. By tmion the Young Turks meant that Turkey must 
use this new power to defend herself against aggression, and prevent 
the Europeans from taking away her provinces in the future as 
they had in the past. With these aims in view, the Young Turks 
staged a revolution in July, 1908. The old sultan, Abdul Hamid, 
easily gave way. A liberal constitution was then proclaimed. 
Once in control of the government, the Young Turks introduced 
some reforms and assembled a Turkish national parliament to 
decide upon the reforms necessary to maintain the empire against 
its European enemies. These acts gave to the Austro-Hungarian 
government the opportunity it was looking for. In order to prevent 
Bosnia-Herzegovina from being either reannexed to Turkey or 
annexed to Serbia, it announced, on October 7, 1908, that it was 
formally annexed to Austria-Hungary. 

The annexation of Bosnia to Austria created the diplomatic 
crisis of 1908. In Serbia there was tremendous excitement. The 



ALLIANCES AND ARMAMENTS 



The 13TH Army Corps Crossing the Save River 

From a sketch by Franz Schlegel in the Illustrirte Zeihmg, 1878. This was an 
incident in the first occupation of Bosnia by the Austrians, determined upon 
by the Congress of Berlin. 

hope of making a greater Serbia, with an outlet on the sea, had 
I received a serious setback. Crowds gathered in the streets of Bel- 

grade crying, Down with Austria 1 ” The Austrian flag was burned. 
The windows of the Austrian enoibassy were smashed. A Serbian 
newspaper demanded immediate mobilization and war to life and 
death against the [Austrian] monarchy,” Russia supported Serbia, 
saying that the annexation was a violation of the Treaty of Berlin 
and not to be permitted. Thus the issue was clearly drawn, and 
war was likely to result unless either Austria or Russia yielded. 
Which power would back down ? It depended on their respective 
j allies. 

The German emperor was furious with Austria. He said that the 
annexation was a species of “ brigandage ” and in any case a mis- 
take, since it would weaken German and Austrian influence with 
the Turkish government and so endanger the Baghdad Railway 
project. But the German chancellor, Von Billow, said that Ger- 
many must support Austria without reserve. Wlien it comes to a 
“ question of bending or breaking,” he said, Russia will climb down 
from her high horse and will also call her vassal Serbia to order.” 
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His prophecy proved correct. Russia could not count on the 
support either of France or of Great Britain. Both governments 
protested against the annexation, but neither was Villing to go to 
war in support of Serbian interests. They made this clear to 
Russia, and so Russia yielded and warned Serbia that she must 
yield also. Do not begin a war now,’^ the Russian minister 
Guchkov said to the Serbian minister, '' for that would be suicide. 
Conceal your intentions and prepare yourselves. Your days of 
joy will come.” 

Thus the Bosnian crisis passed, but Serbia and Russia began at 
once to prepare for the “ days of joy ” to come. After 1908 
Russia tried to unite the Balkan states in a league which she could 
use either against Turkey or Austria. This was difficult because 
Bulgaria and Serbia were enemies of long standing. But they had 
one thing in common — hatred of Turkey. Therefore, in 1912, 
Russia finally induced Bulgaria to sign a secret treaty with Serbia 
which provided that in case of a successful war with Turkey 
Bulgaria should annex the greater part of Turkish Macedonia, 
while Serbia should annex the rest of Macedonia and the province 
of Albania on the Adriatic coast. Shortly afterwards the two 
states entered into military conventions with Greece. These 
arrangements w^ere known as the Balkan League of 1912. 

The Balkan states were now eager for a war with Turkey — 
especially so since Turkey had become involved in a war with Italy 
over the possession of Tripoli. They therefore complained that 
Turkey was oppressing her Christian subjects in Macedonia. They 
had, however, agreed not to begin a wslv with Turkey without 
Russians consent ; and Russia, not yet ready for the war, refused to 
give her consent. But the Balkan states were not to be restrained. 
Little Montenegro suddenly declared war on her own account, and 
invited the Balkan League to join in a holy war against the 
infidel Turk.” In spite of the protest of Russia and the other great 
powers, Bulgaria, Serbia, and Greece entered the war (October, 
1912). The four states, with well-equipped armies totaling 
750,000 soldiers, quickly and hopelessly defeated the Turkish army 
of 400,000 and occupied the greater part of European Turkey. 

The first Balkan War created another European crisis. Again 
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the danger point was the hostility of Serbia and Austria. Serbia’s 
chief object in the war was to obtain Albania. This would give her 
that outlet on the sea which Austria had prevented her from getting 
by annexing Bosnia in 1908. But Austria was now just as deter- 
mined to prevent Serbia from getting Albania as. she had formerly 
been to prevent her from getting Bosnia. This once more raised 
the old question : Would Russia now support Serbia ? A European 
war once more seemed possible. In order to avert it the great 
powers met in conference at London. Austria insisted that Serbia 
must not get Albania. Once more Russia yielded. She warned 
Serbia that we are not going to war with the Triple Alliance on 
account of a Serbian seaport in Albania.” The powers agreed, 
therefore, that the province of Albania should be erected into an 
independent kingdom. Thus, to preserve the peace, the interests of 
Serbia were once more sacrificed, 

Serbia, prevented by Austria from obtaining Albania, asked for 
a larger share of Macedonia than had been agreed to in the treaty 
with Bulgaria (p. 664) . Bulgaria refused, and attacked the Serbian 
and Greek forces in Macedonia. Serbia and Greece were then 
joined by Montenegro, Rumania, and Turkey. This was the second 
Balkan War (1913). Bulgaria was hopelessly defeated and forced 
to accept the Treaty of Bucharest (August 10, 1913). By this 
treaty Bulgaria’s share of Macedonia was greatly diminished. 
Serbia obtained the greater part of Macedonia, including Monastir. 
Greece obtained Salonika and the coast of Thessaly. Rumania 
obtained ^ slice of Bulgaria. Turkey recovered part of Thrace. 

Thus another crisis had passed. Again Russia and Serbia had 
yielded to the demands of Austria and Germany. But more than 
ever Serbia and Russia w^ere determined to gain their ends. At the 
Bucharest peace conference the Serbian minister, Pashitch, said to 
the Russian minister : “ The first game [against Turkey] is won ; 
we must now prepare for the second, against Austria.” Within 
less than a year the final and fatal crisis occurred. 

The Sarajevo crisis, June 28- July 28, 1914 : How the death of an 
archduke was of vital interest to five great powers. During the 
Great War not much was known about the events that led up to it. 
The government of each country wished to show that it was not 
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responsible; the people in each country wished to believe this. 
Therefore the people in Germany and Austria were told, and be- 
lieved, that France, Russia, and Great Britain were responsible for 
the war. The people in France, Great Britain, and Russia were 
told, and believed, that Germany had deliberately plotted to bring 
on the war in order to establish her ascendancy in Europe. Since 
the war a great deal of new information has come to light ; and 
today few historians who have studied the question carefully be- 
lieve that any one government or group of allied governments was 
alone responsible. The truth seems to be that each government 
was determined to defend what it regarded as its vital interests ’’ 
and to remain faithful to its treaty obligations. Each government 
desired to do this without bringing on a general European war ; 
but each government was willing to risk a general war rather than 
to abandon its vital interests or prove unfaithful to its treaty 
obligations. The war was the result of what all the great powers 
did rather than of what any one of them did. Let us see what each 
one did and how the sum of their acts was the Great War. 

After the Balkan Wars Serbian propaganda against the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy became more unrestrained than ever. The 
members of a certain secret political society, together with a cer- 
tain Dimitrievich (an officer in the Serbian army), were much 
alarmed because the Austrian emperor, old Francis Joseph, would 
soon be succeeded by the Archduke Francis Ferdinand. Francis 
Ferdinand, they felt, would introduce reforms tending to satisfy the 
Austrian Slavs and thus make them less desirous of becoming part 
of the greater Serbia. They therefore decided to assassinate the 
archduke, and they enlisted some young Bosnians in the plot. 
When it was learned that the archduke intended to visit Sarajevo, 
in Bosnia, to attend a military review, the conspirators decided to 
assassinate him there. Some of the members of the Serbian 
government probably knew of the plot before the archduke visited 
Sarajevo ; but the government did nothing to suppress the plot 
until too late, and on June 28, 1914, the Archduke Francis Ferdinand 
was killed in the streets of Sarajevo. This crime was the im- 
mediate exciting cause of the Great War. 

The Austrian government, convinced that the Serbian pfopa- 
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ganda threatened the existence of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy^ 
had already determined to take the first opportunity to eliminate 
Serbia as a political power in the Balkans/^ The assassination 
of Francis Ferdinand provided a most favorable opportunity. 
The Austrian government therefore determined to make war on 
Serbia, if it could count on German support in case Russia came to 
the aid of Serbia. On July 5, 1914, the German government said 
in effect to Austria: “ Serbia needs to be taught a lesson. The 
assassination of the archduke is a most excellent opportunity for 
doing it. Go ahead with your war. Russia is not yet ready for 
war, and she will probably back down as she did in 1908 and 1913. 
But if Russia makes war on you in behalf of Serbia, Germany will 
stand by you, as she is bound by treaty to do.’’ 

With this assurance of German support, Austria presented an 
ultimatum to Serbia on July 23. The ultimatum required the 
Serbian government to agree, within forty-eight hours, to certain 
demands, the chief of which were the following : (i) the suppression 
of all anti- Austrian publications; (2) the suppression of anti- 
Austrian secret societies; (3) the elimination of anti-Austrian 
propaganda from the schools ; (4) the removal of Serbian officials 
guilty of anti-Austrian propaganda ; (5) that Austrian officials 
should be permitted to take part in suppressing the anti-Austrian 
propaganda in Serbia; (6) that Austrian officials should be per- 
mitted to take part in the Serbian proceedings against the authors 
of the Sarajevo crime. 

The most important of these demands for Austria, the most 
humiliating for Serbia, were the fifth and sixth. On July 25 the 
Serbian government replied to the ultimatum, accepting all of the 
demands except the fifth and sixth. These it did not reject out- 
right; but further information was requested as to the exact 
meaning of the two demands. The reply of the Serbian govern- 
ment was judged unsatisfactory, and on July 28 the Austrian 
government declared war on Serbia. 

What, then, would Russia do ? The most influential man in the 
Russian government was the minister of foreign affairs — Sazonov. 
Sazonov was bitterly hostile to Austria, and he believed that a war 
with* Austria was necessary sooner or later in order to maintain 
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the prestige of Russia and to free the Austrian and Balkan Slavs 
from Austrian domination. He would have preferred to postpone 
the war, but now that Serbia was seriously threatened he determined 
to support her at all hazards. On July 25 he told the British 
ambassador that Russia was prepared to face all the risks of war.’' 
This time, if Sazonov had his way, there would be no backing down 
as there had been in 1908 and 1913. 

Why was Russia prepared to face all the risks of war ? Because, 
as Sazonov said, “ France has placed herself unreservedly on 
Russia’s side.” The most influential man in the French govern- 
ment was the president — Raymond Poincare. He was a man of 
boundless energy, clear convictions, and great ability in imposing 
his views on his colleagues. The great French war premier, 
Clemenceau, said of him : He knows everything and understands 
nothing.” Poincare believed sincerely that France was in great 
danger from German hostility and that French vital interests 
required a close alliance with Russia and Great Britain. He and 
his colleagues in the French government therefore assured Russia, 
several times during the crucial days from July 25 to July 31, that 
if Russia became involved in a war with Germany, France would 
“ fulfill her treaty obligations.” This was understood by the 
Russian government to mean that France would make war on 
Germany. 

Thus up to July 28 the situation seemed to be shaping as follows. 
Austria was determined to make war on Serbia. If Austria made 
war on Serbia, Russia was determined to make war on Austria. 
If Russia made war on Austria, Germany was determined to make 
war on Russia. If Germany made war on Russia, France was 
determined to make war on Germany. In this event what was the 
British government determined to do? 

No one knew what the British government would do. The 
foreign minister, Sir Edward Grey, would not promise France that 
Great Britain would support France and Russia, nor would he 
promise Germany that Great Britain would remain neutral. He 
was desperately anxious to prevent a general war, and between 
July 20 and 26 he made three proposals for settling the quarrel 
peaceably. The first two proposals fell through largely on account 


670 THE AGE OF INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 

of the objections of France and Russia ; the last one fell through 
largely because Germany rejected it. Thus until July 28, the day 
on which Austria declared war on Serbia, the British government was 

trying to find a peaceful method 
of settling the quarrel, while the 
other four powers were either in- 
different or opposed to its proposals. 

The truth is that until July 28 
the governments of the great 
powers felt that the situation, 
while very serious, would probably 
not bring on a general war. Each 
side hoped, and because it hoped 
was inclined to believe, that the 
other side would back down at the 
last moment. But the Austrian 
declaration of war on Serbia on 

July 28 was a turning-point in the 

Viscount Grey of Fallodon, . . ^ ^^-1. 

i86'>--i 933 crisis. From that day the great 

T r + r -1,4. powers were faced with the star- 

In 1916, owing to failing eyesight, 

Sir Edward Grey resigned his office tling fact that unless something 
as secretary of foreign affairs and ^^S done quickly the ''inevitable’’ 
accepted a peerage. 

^ upon them. 

The Sarajevo crisis, July 28-August 4, 1914: How the vital 
interests and treaty obligations of the great powers involved them 
in the Austro-Serbian War. Until July 28 none of the great 
powers except Great Britain had done much, if anything, to pre- 
serve the peace. But on July 28 Germany changed her attitude. 
By that time it was clear that Russia would not back down. Be- 
sides, the Serbian government had accepted the Austrian demands, 
with some reservations. Emperor William said that the Serbian 
reply to Austria’s demands was a great victory for Austria, and 
that as a result of it "every cause of war [on Serbia] has vanished.” 
Supported by England, Germany therefore proposed (July 28) the 
following plan: (i) that Austria should occupy Belgrade as a 
pledge that Serbia would carry out her promises ; (2) that Austria 
should assure Russia that she had no intention of annexing any 



ALLIANCES AND ARMAMENTS 


671 


Serbian territory ; (3) that military operations, both by Austria and 
by Russia, should be suspended in order to give the powers time 
to find a settlement satisfactory to Serbia, Austria, and Russia. • 

This was the so-called pledge plan.’’ It reached Vienna on 
July 29, and was accompanied by a note in which the German 
government urged Austria in strong terms to accept it. On July 30 
the German government sent a.second note to Austria which stated 
in part: 

We stand, in case Austria refuses all mediation, before a con- 
flagration in which England will be against us ; Italy and Rumania, 
to all appearances, will not go with us, and we shall be opposed by 
four great powers. On Germany, thanks to England’s opposition, 
the principal burden of the fight would fall. Austria’s political 
prestige, ... as well as her just claims against Serbia, could all be 
satisfied by the occupation of Belgrade or other places. . . . Under 
these circumstances, we must urgently and impressively suggest 
... the acceptance of mediation on the above-mentioned hon- 
orable conditions. The responsibility for the consequences that 
would otherwise follow would be an uncommonly heavy one, both 
for Austria and for us. 

Until war actually broke out, Germany continued to urge Austria 
to be satisfied with some plan of mediation. 

While Germany was trying to restrain Austria, what were Great 
Britain and France doing to restrain Russia? Sir Edward Grey 
accepted the pledge plan as an excellent one. He advised Russia 
to suspend military operations and to agree to the plan proposed by 
Germany, but he took the view that unless Austria could be induced 
to accept it first there was no reason to put much pressure on 
Russia to do so. His chief effort to maintain peace after July 28 
consisted in urging Germany to put pressure on Austria. 

France did even less than Great Britain to restrain Russia. The 
vital question on July 29-30 was whether Russia would mobilize her 
army against both Austria and Germany. Every government in 
Europe understood that such action, being equivalent to a declara- 
tion of war, would precipitate a general European war without fail. 
July 29 the Russian government telegraphed to Paris asking whether 
France would approve of Russian mobilization. The French 
government replied that France was “ fully prepared to fulfill all 
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the obligations of the alliance,” but it seems to have suggested 
unofficially that Russia should carry out her mobilization secretly, 
so that Germany would have no excuse for mobilization. 

Meanwhile, what of Austria and Russia? Could they have been 
restrained in any case? Austria refused to listen to German 
advice. The Austrian government refused the pledge plan, stating 
that military operations against Serbia could not be suspended. 
The attitude of Austria was this : We are bound to go on with the 
war against Serbia; if Russia intervenes, the responsibility for 
a European war will be hers. The Russian government was 
equally stubborn. July 29 it was decided to mobilize the entire 
Russian army against both Austria and Germany. A few hours 
later the tsar, as a result of a personal appeal from the German 
emperor, ordered the mobilization against Germany suspended. 
But on July 30 Sazonov and the military leaders induced the tsar 
to change his mind, and the mobilization against Germany con- 
tinued. Russia’s attitude was this : We are determined to make 
war on Austria unless Austria abandons her war on Serbia; if 
a European war is precipitated it will be Austria’s fault, not ours. 

The mobilization of the Russian army was equivalent to a decla- 
ration of war against Austria and Germany. Every government 
in Europe took it for granted that Germany would mobilize im- 
mediately, since in modern war any country with twenty-four 
hours’ start has a great advantage. Yet Emperor William still 
hoped to preserve the peace. Instead of mobilizing his army at 
once he proclaimed the state of imminent danger of war.” He 
then notified the Russian government that unless Russia suspended 
her mobilization within twelve hours, Germany would declare war 
on Russia. The German ultimatum was sent at 3 : 30 p.m. on July 
31. The emperor waited — not twelve hours only, but twenty- 
four hours — for the Russian reply, which never came. Finally, 
at six o’clock in the afternoon of August i, Germany declared war 
on Russia. 

On July 31 Germany sent an ultimatum to France as well as to 
Russia. The French government was asked to say, within forty- 
eight hours, whether it would remain neutral in case of a war be- 
tween Germany and Russia. The French government delayed its 
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answer until the next day. On the evening of July 31 the ministers 
held a conference at President Poincare’s house, after which, at one 
o’clock in the morning of August i, the Russian ambassador tele- 
graphed to the Russian government: “The French minister of 
war declared to me with hearty high spirits that the French govern- 
ment has firmly decided on war.” On the afternoon of August i 
the French government replied to the German ultimatum. It 
declined to say whether it would remain neutral or not. It said 
that it would “ consult its interests.” The French army began to 
mobilize the same day, and two days later Germany declared war 
on France. 

Thus on August i Russia and France were virtually at war with 
Austria and Germany. Both sides were desperately anxious to 
know what Great Britain would do. But the British government 
was still unable to promise either to come in or stay out. Sir 
Edward Grey told the German ambassador that he could not for- 
mulate any terms on which Great Britain would remain neutral. 
He told the French ambassador that he could not promise that 
Great Britain would make war on Germany. Why was it that as 
late as August i, when the European war had already begun, Sir 
Edward could make no promises to either side? 

The reason is that in 1911 Sir Edward had, without the knowledge 
of Parliament, secretly arranged with the French government that 
the French fleet should safeguard both French and British interests 
in the Mediterranean, while the British fleet should safeguard both 
French and British interests in the English Channel. The result 
was that in 1914 France was open to German naval attack unless 
the British fleet defended her coasts. Sir Edward could not 
promise Germany to remain neutral, because he firmly believed 
that Great Britain was bound by these arrangements to join France 
in the war. But he could not promise France to join her in the war 
because he did not know whether Parliament, which alone could 
declare war, would be willing to do so. He had in fact got himself 
into a bad hole. He hoped to make good his promises to France, 
but in order to do so he had to wait until something happened to 
convince the British Parliament and people that it was necessary 
to declare war on Germany. 
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This something which he was waiting for was the German 
invasion of Belgium. It was well known that the easiest way for 
Germany to attack France was through Belgium, and all the Ger- 
man military plans had been made on that basis. But the English 
people had always objected strongly to having any Continental 
great power gain control of either Belgium or Holland. They had 
often fought to prevent France from doing so — in the time of 
Louis XIV, in the time of Napoleon. Sir Edward Grey knew that 
if Germany invaded Belgium it would be much easier to get Parlia- 
ment to declare war on her. The German government knew this 
too. Wishing to offend Great Britain as little as possible, the 
German government tried to get through Belgium without violating 
her neutrality. On August 2 it asked the Belgian government to 
permit the German army to march through Belgium, promising 
(i) to guarantee its independence, (2) not to annex any of its 
territory, and (3) to pay an indemnity for the privilege. The 
Belgian government refused this request, and on August 4 the 
German army invaded Belgium. 

The British government was now ready to act. August 3, fore- 
seeing that Germany would invade Belgium, the ministers recom- 
mended that Parliament declare war on Germany. On that day 
Sir Edward Grey revealed for the first time the precise nature of 
Great Britain’s obligations to France. He said that in his opinion 
Great Britain was bound to support France in the war. He said 
further that in his opinion both the interests and the honor of Great 
Britain required her to defend Belgium against German aggression 
(see p. 326). Three members of the cabinet resigned rather than 
take this step. But Parliament was convinced; and on August 4 
Great Britain declared war on Germany. 

We ask but do not answer the important question, Who was 
responsible for the Great War? Ever since 1914 historians and 
others have been trying to answer this question. Some say that 
Germany and Austria were responsible. Some say that Russia 
and France were responsible. Some say that all the great powers 
were Jointly responsible. Some say that the system of alliances 
was responsible. Some say that human nature was responsible. 
What shall we say? 
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In trying to answer this question, much useless confusion is 
created by failing to distinguish two things : (i) what each country 
did ; and (2) whether it should have done what it did. What each 
government did can be determined with reasonable accuracy. 
That each government was responsible for what it did can hardly 
be disputed. But was it justified in doing what it did? That is 
another question altogether. It is in answering that question thal 
people differ and probably always will differ. 

Let us state as simply as possible the essential action of each 
government which helped to bring on the Great War. Then each 
reader can answer for himself the question of whether it was 
justified in doing what it did. 

1. The war might have been avoided if the Serbian govern- 
ment had prevented the assassination of the Archduke Francis 
Ferdinand, or if it had accepted without reservation the Austrian 
ultimatum. The Serbian government was responsible for doing 
what it did in both instances. Was it justified in doing what 
it did ? 

2. The war might have been avoided if the Austrian government 
had been satisfied with the Serbian reply, or if it had been willing to 
mediate the quarrel as the German government advised it to do. 
The Austrian government was responsible for refusing to accept the 
Serbian reply and for refusing to be guided by the advice of Ger- 
many. Was it justified in refusing? 

3. The war might have been avoided if the Russian government 
had not insisted on making war on Austria in defense of Serbia. 
The Russian government was responsible for making war on Austria. 
Was it justified in doing so? 

4. The war might have been avoided if the German government 
had not, in the first place, given Austria a free hand in dealing with 
Serbia ; or if it had refused to make war on Russia, in support of 
Austria. The German government was responsible for what it did 
in both respects. Was it justified in so doing? 

5. The war might have been avoided if the French government 
had refused, as it refused in 1908 and in 1913, to become involved 
in a war in defense of Russian and Serbian interests. The French 
government was responsible for repeatedly assuring Russia that it 
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would support Russia if Russia became involved in a war with 
Germany. Was it justified in making these promises? 

6. The war might have been avoided (but this is perhaps less 
certain) if the British government had from the first made it clear 
either that it would or that it would not support France if France 
became involved in a war with Germany. The British government 
was responsible for refusing to make this clear until the war had 
begun. Wzs it justified ill Aoixigso'^ 

In one sense it is easy to answer all these questions with an 
emphatic “ No I ” Knowing now what the war was like, we can 
easily say that none of the governments concerned was justified 
in doing what it did — that anything else would have been better. 
In fact, if the statesmen and diplomats of Europe had known in 
1914 w’-hat a general European war would mean, as well as they 
knew in 1918, there wouldn’t have been any general European war. 
They would all have hastened to settle the trifling Serbo-Austrian 
quarrel by peaceful means. We cannot condemn the statesmen of 
Europe for not knowing in 1914 what they knew in 1918. But 
this we can say: In 1914 every statesman in Europe knew that 
a general European war would be an unparalleled disaster. With 
their eyes open, they risked that disaster in behalf of vital in- 
terests,” treaty obligations, and national honor.” They were 
responsible for taking that risk. Were they justified in doing so? 


QUESTIONS 

1. Why did Bismarck take it for granted that France would always 
be hostile to Germany ? What did he do to prevent France from forming 
alliances? Why did he fear a coalition against Germany? Why did 
he wish to make an alliance with Russia and Austria ? What was the 
^‘League of the Three Emperors”? 

2. Why did the interests of Russia and Austria clash? How did the 
Russian-Turkish War interfere with Bismarck’s plans for an alliance 
with Russia ? What were the terms of the Treaty of San Stefano ? Why 
was the Congress of Berlin assembled, and what did it do? 

3. Why did Germany and Austria form an alliance in 1879? What 
w^ere the terms of this alliance? Why did Italy join this alliance in 1882 ? 
Why was Bismarck anxious to keep the goodwill of Russia ? What were 
the terms of the ^^Reinsurance Treaty” of 1887? 
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4. What changes were made in German policy after the retirement 
of Bismarck in 1890? Why did France and Russia form an alliance in 
1894? What were the terms of this alliance? Why did France and 
EDgland suddenly become friends between 1898 and 1904? What were 
the terms of the ‘‘cordial understanding” of 1904? What were the terms 
of the Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907? Why were the agreements 
between Germany, Austria, and Italy called an “alliance,” while the 
agreements between France, Russia, and Great Britain were called an 

(“understanding”)? 

5. What is meant by the “philosophy of imperialism”? What 
influences made it popular in the latter nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries? Why is Rudyard Kipling sometimes called the “poet of 
imperialism ”? State the argument justifying the control of backward 
countries by Europeans. State the argument justifying war as essential 
to the progress of civilization. How would you refute these arguments ? 

6. "^at were the great diplomatic crises between 1905 and 1914? 
Give a brief account of the first and second Morocco crises. How did 
these crises affect the relations of France and Germany? What was 
the Pan-Slav movement ? How did it embitter the relations of Aus- 
tria and Serbia? of Austria and Russia? Why did the annexation of 
Bosnia to Austria in 1908 create a European crisis? Why was Russia 
interested in forming a Balkan league? How did the first Balkan War 
create a European crisis ? How was it settled ? Why was there a second 
Balkan War? 

7. Who was responsible for the assassination of the Archduke Francis 
Ferdinand? To what extent was the Serbian government implicated 
in this crime? What were the terms of the Austrian ultimatum to 
Serbia? Did Serbia accept the ultimatum or not? Why was Austria 
determined to make war on Serbia? Why was Russia determined to 
support Serbia? Did Austria have a better justification for her action 
than Russia had for hers? Why did Germany give Austria a free hand 
in dealing with Serbia? What did Germany do to restrain Austria after 
July 28? What did England and France do to restrain Russia after 
July 28? Why did the proposals of Sir Edward Grey for a peaceful 
settlement of the quarrel fall through? What was the pledge plan? 
Who proposed it? What countries supported it? What countries 
rejected it? 

8. What action on the part of the Austrian government was most 
important in bringing on the war? on the part of the Russian govern- 
ment ? on the part of the French government ? on the part of the Ger- 
man government? on the part of the British government? Were 
they all justified in what they did? Were some more justified than 
others? Do you think there would have been a general European war 
if the great powers had not been bound by treaties of alliance? 
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C HAPTER XXI. THE GREAT WAR, 1914-1918: HOW EU- 
ROPE WAS TURNED UPSIDE DOWN IN ORDER TO MAKE 
THE WmUD SAFE FOR DEMOCRACY 

Patrioiism is not enough. Edith Cavell 

Death is not an adventure to those who stand face to face with it. 

Erich M. Remarque 

Why the people in every country supported the war with enthu- 
siasm. In no country did the mass of the people desire war 
or know much about the events that led up to it. During the 
critical days from July 28 to August i they knew that war was 
a possibility. They hoped it would be averted, and because they 
hoped it would be averted they believed up to the last moment that 
it would be. 

Yet when it came, the mass of the people in every country, after 
the first moment of hesitation, supported the war with enthusiasm. 
It was easy for them to believe that this war was different from any 
other, and in this view they were confirmed by official propaganda. 
The war was scarcely begun before each government published 
a number of carefully selected diplomatic documents — the French 
Yellow Book, the English Blue Book, the German White Book, etc. 
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Each of these books seemed to prove that the government con- 
cerned had done all in its power to preserve the peace, and that it 
was the enemy governments that had desired war. Thus the great 
majority of people in every country supported the war with enthusi- 
asm, partly because they felt it was their patriotic duty to do so, 
partly because they believed with passionate conviction that it was 
for them a war of self-defense against sinister and aggressive enemies. 

The enthusiasm with which people supported the war in the 
beginning was all the greater because they believed that it would 
soon end in the defeat of their enemies. The Germans said that 
their armies would eat Christmas dinner in Paris. The French and 
English looked forward to a war of six months, or at most of a year. * 
A few were wiser. Lord Kitchener said the war would last three 
years. The English Labor leader, John Burns, made the following 
prediction to a friend : “ A war with the Central Powers will last 
three years. It will cost us $35,000,000,000. We shall lose a 
million men. It will end in world revolution.’^ But such ideas 
were thought to be wild. It was commonly thought that under 
modern conditions twelve months of war would bankrupt every 
country involved. 

These optimistic hopes were soon dispelled. The war lasted 
four years, and no four years in the world’s history were ever so 
filled with striking events and desperate activities. To relate these 
events with any degree of completeness would require many 
volumes. We must somehow compress the narrative into a single 
chapter. Our aim must therefore be to get a general idea of the 
war; to understand how the outstanding events were related to 
each other, and how they contributed to the final result — the 
defeat of the Central Powers. We can do this more easily if we 
think of the war as divided into three periods, as follows : 

1. First Period, 1914-1916. After the first optimistic hopes 
were dispelled the w'ar settled down to an indecisive struggle. At 
the end of two years the Central Powers had the upper hand on 
land, the Allies had the upper hand on the sea. No victory was in 
sight for either side. 

2. Second Period, 1917. While each side still hoped for victory, 
neither side was very confident. On both sides there was talk of 
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a compromise peace. Meanwhile, two important events changed 
the situation. These events were: (i) the entrance of the United 
States, on the side of the Allies; (2) the Russian Revolution and 
the withdrawal of Russia from the war. The first encouraged 
the Allies, the second encouraged the Central Powers. 

3. Third Period, 1918. The Central Powers staked everything 
on a new offensive. By strengthening the western front with 
troops no longer needed against Russia, they hoped to break the 
French and British lines before the United States could come to 
their assistance. The failure of the great drive was followed by 
revolution in Austria and Germany, and these in turn by the armis- 
* tice which ended the war. 

The story of the war will be more easily followed and remembered 
if these three periods, and their chief characteristics, are kept in 
mind. 

I. First Period, 1914-1916 : No Victory in Sight for 
Either Side 

Military and naval strength of the Central and Allied Powers, 
and how time fought on the side of the latter. At the beginning of 
the war the Central Powers were Germany and Austria. Italy 
refused to join them, on the ground that the Central Powers were 
not attacked but were themselves the aggressors. The Allied Powers 
were France, Russia, Great Britain, and Serbia. What was the 
relative military and naval strength of the two sides at the opening 
of the war ? In this comparison we may omit Serbia, 

The principal naval power was, of course. Great Britain, which 
had by far the largest and most efficient navy in the world. Adding 
to this the French, Russian, and Japanese navies (Japan entered 
the war August 23, 1914), the Allies had from the first an incom- 
parable naval superiority over the Central Powers. 

In respect to armies the two sides were more evenly balanced. 
The armies of all the contending countries, save that of Great 
Britain, were '' citizen armies.’' In every Continental country 
all able-bodied young men, with few exceptions, were required, 
from about the age of twenty, to spend two or three years in 
mtinuous military training. These made up the active army. 
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Having served their two or three years ''with the colors/’ they 

returned to civil life. But until about the age of forty-five every 

man was still enrolled in some branch of the reserve army^ had his /iJ 

uniform and equipment, belonged to a certain regiment, and always 

knew exactly what to do and where to go when the dreaded " mobili- i •: ;; 

zation ” was declared. This is why all the Continental countries 

could immediately put into the field such enormous armies of , 

trained soldiers. The British army was not a citizen army but ; 

a professional army. Nevertheless, although differently recruited, : A 

the British army, like the Continental armies, was composed of 

regulars and reserves. 

In 1914 the active armies of the Central Powers (Austria and * 

Germany) totaled about 1,000,000; their reserves totaled about i 

8.000. 000. The active armies of the Allied Powers (France, I 

Russia, and Great Britain) totaled a little less than 2,000,000; i 

their reserves a little more than 10,000,000. The military strength “ , [ 

of the Allied Powers was not, however, so great as these figures q- 

imply. First, their superiority in number of soldiers was largely /J 

due to the huge Russian army (active army, 1,000,000; reserves, il 

6.000. 000) ; but the Russian army was far inferior in every other ' J 

respect — in equipment, organization, training, and morale. Ai 

Second, the Allied Powers were separated geographically, and could • 1 

not co-operate effectively by transferring their troops easily from ' 

one front to another. The Central Powers had the great advantage /I 

of fighting on what the military men call " inside lines.” Their : 

plan of campaign had long since been worked out in a unified way. f < 

They knew just what they intended to do, and could easily and 

quickly move troops from one front to another where they hap- 
pened to be most needed. We may say, therefore, that while the 
Allied Powers possessed a great naval superiority, in military 
effectiveness the two sides were about evenly balanced. 

But there was another factor in the situation which was of great 
importance. This was time. In population from which new 
armies could in time be recruited and in economic resources for rj 

supporting a long war, the Allied Powers were far superior to the 'J 

Central Powers. All they needed was time to make effective use q 

of these resources. Time fought on the side of the Allied Powers. j 


I 
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The Germans understood this well. Their best chance of winning 
the war lay in winning it quickly, by inflicting a decisive defeat on 
one enemy or the other at the very start. 

How the Germans expected to win the war quickly, and how they 
nearly succeeded: First Battle of the Marne, September 6-12, 
1914. The Germans had long since worked out to the last detail 
a plan of campaign in case of a war on two fronts — against Russia 
in the east and France in the west. Thinking that the Russians 
would mobilize slowly, the plan was to inflict a sudden and crushing 
defeat on France, forcing her to make peace; and then, with 
Austrian aid, to defeat Russia at leisure. 

With amazing speed and precision the German armies were 
mobilized on the western front. The Germans did not intend to 
invade France directly, through Alsace-Lorraine, since on that 
frontier the French had two strongly fortified regions — one 
around Toul and Verdun, the other around Epinal and Belfort. 
The plan was to invade France where her frontier was unfortified. 
To do this the German armies had to pass through Luxembourg 
and Belgium. When the advance guard of Germans entered 
Luxembourg the Grand Duchess motored out and wheeled her 
car across the road, but she was swept aside, and the German 
armies passed on into Belgium. The Belgians resisted more 
effectively. Although their army was not large, the Belgians 
relied upon the excellent forts at Li%e and Namur to delay the 
Germans until the French and British came to their assistance. 
Much to the surprise of the Allies, and perhaps to the Germans 
themselves, these strong forts were battered to pieces in a few 
hours by the German 42-centimeter howitzers. The Germans 
entered Belgium on August 3. August 18, Brussels was taken, 
and on August 22-23 the forts of Namur were demolished. Bel- 
gian resistance had delayed the Germans eighteen days. 

This delay of eighteen days was of priceless importance to the 
French and British. Like the Germans, the British had long ago 
prepared for war. With a speed and precision equal to that of the 
Germans they transported an army of 160,000 to Belgium. At the 
same time the French commander. General Joffre, moved three 
armies into Belgium to stay the invasion of the Germans. August 
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First Battle of the Marne, September, 1914 

22-23 the French and British first met the Germans, at Charleroi 
and Mons ; but the Germans were victorious, and on August 23 
General Joffre was forced to order a “ strategic retreat into 
France. 

For nearly two weeks (August 24 - September 5) this famous 
retreat from Mons continued. The German armies of Von Kluck 
and Von Billow poured into France. Day after day they marched 
steadily on, past Lille, Valenciennes, Laon, pushing the French and 
British back towards the Marne River. By September 3 Von 
Kluck’s army was within twenty-five miles of Paris. The French 
government bundled up its effects and moved to Bordeaux. It 
was thought that Paris was the objective of Von Kluck’s army. 
But this was not so. The object of the Germans was to inflict 
a decisive defeat on the British and French armies retreating 
before them, and then turn east and come in behind the French 
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armies on the fortified frontier at Toul and Verdun, Epinal, and 
Belfort. 

General Joffre knew that at the proper time he must halt the 
retreat and make a stand. On September 5 the Allied armies 
stretched behind the Marne River from Paris, to Verdun. Here 
General Joffre made his stand. Both sides realized that a decisive 
moment had arrived. '' The time has come/' General Joffre said, 

to advance at all costs, and to die where you stand rather than 
give way." A German army order of September 6 states: '' The 
great decision is undoubtedly at hand. Tomorrow the whole 
strength of the army is to be engaged along the whole line from 
Paris to Verdun. Everything depends on the result of tomorrow.” 

The famous first “ Battle of the Marne ” was not decided on the 
morrow. It lasted nearly a week (September 6-12, 1914). In the 
end the Germans were defeated. The victory of the Allies was due 
chiefly to three things : (i) As the French retreated from Belgium 
they were all the time in closer touch with their base of supplies, 
whereas the Germans, as they advanced into France, were every 
day farther from their base of supplies. This gave the French a 
great advantage in a battle lasting several days. (2) When the 
French-British line made its stand on the Marne a new French 
army was sent up to the left of the British. General von Kluck, 
on the German right wing, did not know this at first. Thinking 
that the British were still the extreme left of the French line, he 
moved too far east, only to find the new French army on his ex- 
treme right. To avoid being outflanked he had to execute a hasty 
retreat. (3) The French center was commanded by General Foch 
(later commander-in-chief of the Allied forces), whose brilliant 
tactics forced General von Hausen to fall back in confusion. This 
necessitated the retreat of the entire German army. 

On September 10 the battle was virtually won. The French 
hoped to push the Germans out of France. But the Germans 
retired only to the north of the Aisne (September 12). There they 
remained. In December the French government returned to 
Paris. The western front now became “stabilized.” It ran 
roughly from Nieuport, in Belgium, south to a point north of 
Compiegne and Soissons, east round Verdun, south to St. Mihiel 
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and southeast to the Swiss frontier. — a distance of nearly 600 
miles. Along this line the two armies dug themselves in.’’ With 
slight modifications on either side, this remained the line of the 
western front during the war, except for the last desperate drive 
of the Germans in 1918. 

The Battle of the Marne was the decisive event of the early years. 
It meant that the attempt of the Germans to win the war quickly 
by a crushing victory had failed. It gave the Allied Powers time 
to bring into play their superior resources in man-power and wealth. 
It meant that the war was to be a long and desperate struggle. 

War on the eastern front, 1914-1916 : How the Russian 
“ steam roller ” did some damage at first but later proved in- 
effective. In 1914 the Germans employed their major force against 
France. The Allies hoped, therefore, that the huge Russian armies 
(the Russian steam roller ” according to the popular phrase) 
would by sheer numbers overwhelm the Germans and Austrians. 
At the very first the Russians seemed about to justify these hopes. 


© William Thompson 

Barbed Wire in the Streets of Reims 


Barbed wire was extensively used as a barricade to protect the trenches and 
fortifications. Reims, with its beautiful Gothic cathedral, suffered great 
damages during the many bombardments near it. 
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Although Von Hindenburg won a brilliant victory at Tannenberg 
(August 26-30, 1914) and drove the Russians out of East Prussia, 
the Austrian armies proved less effective. They were unable to 
make much headway against Serbia, and in September they were 
badly defeated by the Russians, who made a virtual conquest of 
the Austrian province of Galicia, including the city of Lemberg. 

These early successes encouraged the Allies to hope for victory 
in the near future. They even discussed the question of dividing 
the spoils of victory. Secret treaties were signed by France, Russia, 
and Great Britain in which it was agreed that Russia should get 
Constantinople ; France, Alsace-Lorraine ; and Great Britain, the 
German colonies. In order to make victory more certain they 
invited Italy to join them. In 1914, Italy had refused to join 
Germany and Austria, on the ground that they had not been 
attacked but were themselves the aggressors. The Allies now 
promised that in case of victory Italy should get part of the Aus- 
trian Tyrol, the city of Trieste, and certain parts of the Turkish 
Empire. With this bargain struck, Italy declared war on Austria 
(May 23, 1915). 

But the hopes of the Allies were premature. Italy was at first 
of little aid. An Allied naval expedition designed to take Con- 
stantinople (the so-called Gallipoli Expedition,’’ February- 
March, 1915) was a dismal failure. Worst of all, in the summer 
and fall of 1915’ the Central Powers carried everything before them 
on the eastern front. In May and June General Mackensen 
recaptured Lemberg and drove the Russians out of the greater part 
of Galicia. In August and September General Hindenburg took 
Warsaw and conquered nearly all of Russian Poland. In this 
terrible campaign a million Russian soldiers were captured and two 
million killed or wounded. Having so far crippled Russia that she 
was little to be feared for the time being, the German and Austrian 
armies, aided by Bulgaria (which declared war, October, 1915), 
conquered Serbia, Montenegro, and Albania. 

Thus at the beginning of 1916 the Central Powers had reason to 
be confident of success. In the west they held Belgium and a con- 
siderable part of northern France. In the east they had crippled 
Russia, occupied Russian Poland, and virtually conquered the 
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Balkans. In one respect only were they at a serious disadvantage 
— the Allies controlled the sea. 

The naval war, 1914-1916 : Hov7 the Allies profited by controlling 
the sea. The one decisive advantage which enabled the Allies to 
win the war was control of the sea. The first and essential task 
was to destroy the German fleet or hold it in German ports. This 
was on the whole effectively done from the first, except for the 
submarines. German cruisers sometimes escaped and bombarded 
English coast towns or inflicted serious losses on British merchant 
vessels. The German Far-Eastern fleet defeated a British squadron 
off the coast of South America (November, 1914), but was itseff 
destroyed a little later. In May, 1916, the German fleet at last 
ventured out into the North Sea and attacked the British fleet near 
Jutland, off the coast of Denmark. The Battle of Jutland was the 
one considerable naval battle of the war ; but although the British 
suffered serious losses, the German fleet returned to port, where it 
remained until the close of the war. 

Control of the sea was of the greatest value to the Allies in many 
ways. It enabled British merchant ships to transport troops to 
France — from Canada, Australia, and above all from England and 
(later) from the United States. It enabled the Allies to conquer 
the German colonies and to sweep German commerce from the sea. 
But the great objective of the naval war was to blockade the 
Central Powers and force them to submit in the end from lack of 
food and supplies, even if they could not be defeated by force 
of arms. This could not be done without violating the rules of 
international law. According to international law it was permis- 
sible for a neutral country, such as the United States, to export food 
or supplies not defined as “ contraband of war ’’ into Germany 
through the neutral countries, Holland and Denmark. But in a 
life-and-death struggle belligerent countries have rarely paid much 
attention to the rules of international law. It was so in this war. 
Great Britain gradually extended the list of contraband articles 
until it included nearly everything the Germans needed for any 
purpose. In this way the British navy pretty effectively pre- 
vented the importation of commodities into Germany through the 
North Sea. 
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For Germany this was a serious matter, and likely to become more 
so as the war went on. How could Germany break this blockade ? 
Her one chance was by means of the submarines, with which she 
was far better provided than all other countries combined. Sub- 
marines could easily slip out into the North Sea and, without 
warning, torpedo British naval vessels, or destroy British or neutral 
merchant ships carrying supplies to Great Britain or France. But 
this use of the submarine raised a question of international law also. 
The submarine could not easily destroy merchant ships, and at the 
same time save the crew and passengers. In a life-and-death 
struggle, however, the Germans were no more willing than the 
British to observe the rules of international law. The German 
government therefore announced that after February i8, 1915, 
the waters around the British Isles would be regarded as a ‘^war 
area,” that all enemy warships found there would be sunk, and that 
“ neutral vessels may be exposed to danger.” 

With this warning Germany began her first effort to break the 
blockade. Many warships and merchant vessels were destroyed ; 
and during the year it became clear that the Allied control of the 
sea would not prove to be so easy as had been thought. The most 
dramatic episode in the first submarine war was the sinking of the 
Lusitania. The Lusitania was a British merchant liner ; but during 
the war it was registered as an auxiliary cruiser’’ in the British 
navy. This made it a war vessel, likely to be carrying arms and 
ammunition. On May i, 1915, the Lusitania left New York City, 
unarmed for combat but carrying a small cargo of contraband 
articles and munitions of war, and about 1900 passengers. Six 
days later it was torpedoed by a German submarine off the coast of 
Ireland, and sank immediately, with the loss of more than half the 
passengers, of whom 1 14 were Americans. 

This event proved at once the effectiveness of the submarine and 
the ruthless inhumanity involved in the use of it. Nevertheless, 
the sinking of the Lusitania was a German blunder. As a military 
measure it gained the Germans little or nothing ; as a frightful act 
of inhumanity it did much to lose them whatever sympathy they 
may have had in the United States. Thousands of Americans 
clamored for an immediate declaration of war. President Wilson 
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protested vigorously, and for nearly a year there followed an 
exchange of diplomatic notes which seemed at times to be but the 
preliminary to such a declaration. But at last (May 5, 1916) the 
German government promised to abandon the unrestricted ’’ 
submarine war until further notice — that is, it promised not to 
sink merchant vessels without warning, or without due provision 
for the safety of the passengers. 

Two great but futile efforts to break the western front : Battle of 
Verdun, February-July, 1916; Battle of the Somme, July-Nov- 
ember, 1916. The Germans abandoned unrestricted submarine 
warfare chiefly in order to conciliate the United States. But they 
were no doubt the more willing to do this because of their sweeping 
victories in the east (see p. 688). Russia was badly crippled and 
the Balkans conquered. Elated by these victories, the Germans 
thought the time had come to end the war by breaking the western 
line and forcing the French to make peace. 

They chose Verdun as the point of attack. For months they 
assembled supplies of big guns and shells and concentrated troops 
behind the Verdun salient^’ (bulge). They began the attack 
February 21 with a bombardment which in scope and intensity 
had never before been experienced. This was no “ battle ’’ in the 
old sense. It lasted five months — from February to July. Week 
after week, under cover of the terrific bombardment, the Germans 
pushed in their troops, steeling themselves to the inevitable 
slaughter in the hope that in the end a crushing defeat would justify 
whatever sacrifice of life w^as found necessary. The French rallied 
to the defense of Verdun with a resolution that won the admiration 
of the world, even of the Germans themselves. It was a resolution 
born of despair. “ They shall not pass ! ” became a national cry. 
The heroic resistance of the French soldiers at Verdun must be 
counted the most splendid example of sheer nerve and valor exhib- 
ited during the war. At last the German emperor, appalled by the 
frightful loss of life and the growing uncertainty of victory in the 
end, gave the momentous order for the cessation of the offensive 
at Verdun.” The Germans had sacrificed 300,000 lives in the hope 
of a decisive victory. They, had gained nothing but 130 square 
miles of French territory. 
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Battles of Verdun and the Somme, 1916 
The gains of the Germans at Verdun and of the Allies on the Somme, made after 
months of fighting and at such frightful cost in lives, left the western front 
virtually as it was before. 

Like the first Battle of the Marne, the Battle of Verdun was a 
decisive event. A second time the Germans had determined to 
put France out of the war by a crushing defeat ; a second time they 
had failed. This terrible failure, in a battle of their own choosing, 
with every advantage of preparation, depressed the Central Powers 
and encouraged the Allies. During the course of the Battle of 
Verdun, the Allies therefore prepared a counter-offensive. The 
point chosen vras the Somme River, near Bapaume. Here the 
French and British made a concentrated drive on the German lines 
which lasted, with short lulls in the fighting, from July to November, 
1916. After four months of desperate fighting, at the cost of more 
than half a million of men, the Allies had pushed the Germans back 
over an area of perhaps 120 square miles. But the German lines 
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were never broken, nor in danger of being broken, and in some 
respects they were stronger at the end than at the beginning of the 
battle. 

The final result of these two long and desperate battles was a 
deadlock. More than a million lives had been sacrificed without 
substantial result. At the end of 1916 the Central Powers seemed 
impregnable on land ; the Allies controlled the sea. Neither side 
was any longer very confident of winning the war. 

How the war became more ruthless and expensive, and why the 
people on both sides began to talk of peace. The nature of the 
Great War was unforeseen. Even the military men who had been 
studying the art of war for twenty-five years found that the condi- 
tions of modern warfare defeated their expectations and disarranged 
their plans. The art of war had, as it were, to be learned over 
again, and from week to week, from month to month, new methods 
of fighting had to be adopted and tried out. 

One of these changes concerned forts. The Belgians had con- 
structed forts at Liege and Namur. For forty years the French had 
spent vast sums in the elaborate fortification of the Alsace-Lor- 
raine frontier. Forts had always been effective in past 'wars — 
the best ones rarely being taken except Mter long sieges. It was 
supposed they would be equally effective now. As a matter of 
fact they proved useless. With their 42-centimeter howitzers, the 
Germans battered the excellent Liege and Namur forts to pieces in a 
few hours. Forts were not only useless, they were worse than use- 
less, since under bombardment they became death-traps. Two 
weeks of fighting proved that forty years of fort construction and 
maintenance was wasted effort. 

Another change concerned battles.’’ In former days cam- 
paigns, and even wars, were won by pitched battles lasting a day, 
three days — at most, two weeks. Armies fought in the open, 
marched and countermarched, maneuvering for position. At the 
Battle of Austerlitz, Napoleon stood on a height of ground and 
through glasses surveyed the entire field. He could see, or easily 
learn, whether the right wing was advancing according to plan, 
whether the center was holding ; and at the crucial moment he 
could send in the Old Guard of cavalry to make the decisive drive. 
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This was no longer possible. At the Battle of the Marne the line 
of battle extended from Paris to Verdun — a distance of 125 miles. 
The Allies had not) an army/’ but six armies — five French and 
one British. General Joffre could not stand on a height of ground 
and see this battle. He had to sit in a room and listen to reports 
over a telephone. He had to trust, far more than Napoleon ever 
did, to the wisdom and discretion of his several subordinate com- 
j manders. Even subordinate commanders could not see their own 

or the enemy army. General von Kluck endangered German 
success because he did not know that a new French army was 
advancing on his right. The German plan of campaign in August, 
1914, had been carefully devised on the model of the campaign in 
1870. The Germans had foreseen everything — with one excep- 
tion. What they had not foreseen was that the scale of modern 
war was too large to be safely planned on the model of any previous 
war. 

i Another novelty was “ trench war.” x\fter the Battle of the 

j Marne the line of battle extended from Nieuport in Belgium to the 

! Swiss frontier — a distance of 600 miles. Useless to try to turn 

the flank ” of this battle line. Useless, as the operations at Verdun 
and the Somme indicated, to try to break through the center. With 
i little change, the line remained stabilized for four years. On both 

I sides elaborate trenches were constructed, running zigzag in parallel 

1 lines, with stairs going up and down and underground rooms in 

I which supplies were kept or soldiers rested when off duty. Be- 

1 tween the lines of the opposing armies was no man’s land,” 

I obstructed with mounds of earth and barbed wire entanglements, 

I often electrically charged. The characteristic operation was 

! “ goiiig oyer the top.” In this operation the soldiers made a con- 

certed rush out of the trenches, worming their way through the 
entanglements, skulking along behind hillocks, through shell holes, 
or through the shell-stripped timber. Going over the top ” was a 
I helter-skelter attack, at this point or that, wherever it was thought 

possible to take a few prisoners or destroy a small section of enemy 
trenches. 

I For this sort of war, cavalry was useless. But artillery was 

i • absolutely indispensable, both for destroying trenches and for 
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First Aed in the Trenches 

From a painting by P. Halke. A section of the German trenches is shown here, 
with Red Cross officials applying first aid to the wounded. 

creating a smoke screen or barrage/’ under cover of which infantry 
could cross no man’s land ” unseen. Advancing under a barrage, 
it was often difficult to tell whether the dropping shells came from 
friendly or hostile batteries. The famous Austrian violinist, Fritz 
Kreisier, in his little book, Four Weeks in the Trenches , tells how his 
trained ear enabled him to be of peculiar service in the first days of 
the war. He noticed that shells as they went over had a rising 
whine until they reached their highest point, and then a falling 
whine as they descended. He informed a superior officer that he 

could actually determine by the sound the exact place where a 
shell was reaching its acme [highest point] ... A few days 
later I w^as sent on a reconnoitering tour, . . . and it was later on 
reported to me that I had succeeded in giving to our batteries 
almost the exact range of the Russian guns. ... It is the only 
instance where my musical ear was of value during my service.^ 

Few men had the ear of a Fritz Kreisier, and ordinarily other 
means had to be found for locating enemy positions. The airplane 

^ Fritz Kreisier, Four Weeks in the Trenches, pp. 28, 29. Houghton Mifflin Company 
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provided one of the new methods of doing this, besides being useful 
for dropping bombs on trenches and on accumulations of ammuni- 
tion and stores behind the lines. Heavy artillery, 75’s, and ma- 
chine guns, supplemented with airplanes, poison gas, and armored- 
tanks lumbering through underbrush, over ditches, hillocks, and 
trenches with the easy flexibility and the resistless pow’er of some 
dull-eyed prehistoric mammal — these were the indispensable 
instruments preparing the way for the common soldier with the 
old-fashioned but still effective bayonet. 

To provide the millions of soldiers in the trenches with equip- 
ment, arms, big guns, shells, airplanes, tanks, food, and hospital 
service was a task more complicated and more expensive than 
anyone had dreamed of. A tenth of the population had to be 
mobilized a^ soldiers ; more than another tenth was engaged in 
providing the soldiers with needed supplies. Never before did war 
so greatly transform the occupations of the people and the industrial 
activities of the nations concerned. Factories turned to the manu- 
facture of munitions, airplanes, poison gas, big guns, lorries, uni- 
forms, and hospital supplies. Boys and old men, girls and women 
of all ages, found employment in munition factories ; as secretaries 
and typists ; with the Red Cross over there ” ; as nurses, at home 
or abroad ; or as drivers of Ford cars and trucks back of the lines. 
In the end success depended quite as much upon the man-power and 
economic resources of the nation concerned as upon the size of 
armies ; upon the quantity production of supplies and the effective 
organization of transport service as upon the genius of military 
commanders. 

Above all, men and money were needed. The daily cost of the 
war mounted steadily, reaching fabulous sums. It is estimated that 
the total cost of the war in money spent was $186,000,000,000, and 
in property destroyed approximately $30,000,000,000, making a 
grand total of $216,000,000,000.'- Such amounts are beyond the 
imagination to grasp. The cost is more easily realized if we remem- 
ber that the British Empire alone spent on an average $24,000,000 
a day, or $1,000,000 an hour. Worse than the cost in money was 
the frightful cost in life. It is estimated that during the war nearly 
65,000,000 men were mobilized ; that of these about 8,360,000 were 
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killed or died of illness, and about 2 1 ,000,000 were wounded. There 
was scarcely a family in the chief European countries concerned that 
did not count its dead or maimed or missing members. 

Four years of unprecedented activity, of suspense and suffering, 
of fear and anger and hope deferred created a strain that was terrific, 
exalting some, depressing others, and stringing the nerves of all. 
Little wonder that the people in each country gladly believed all the 
evil reports of their enemies. Stories of '' atrocities were circu- 
lated and credited in every country. In Allied countries it was 
believed that the Germans had devastated Belgium, massacred 
children, outraged women, crucified men ; in Germany and Austria 
it was believed that the Russians had been guilty of similar atro- 
cities in Galicia and East Prussia, and that the Belgian civilians 
behind curtained windows had shot down German^ soldiers, or 
poisoned the food and water provided for them. Atrocity stories 
were not made up out of whole cloth. They were for the most 
part based on incidents that were magnified as they were repeated 
from mouth to mouth, or rumors which, in this heated air of fear 
and hatred, were inflated beyond recognition and accepted without 
question as indisputable fact. In every war people are amazed at 
the atrocities committed by the enemy, forgetting that war is itself 
the chief of atrocities. 

Curiously enough the soldiers were less given to hating the enemy, 
and less disposed to credit the atrocity stories, than the civilians at 
home. Civilians noted that soldiers were oddly changed after the 
first twelve months of war. Something had happened to them. 
Returning home on short leaves they often seemed almost strangers 
to their parents and friends. After the first glad greetings, they 
were curiously silent. They seemed little disposed to talk of the 
war, and they exhibited an unaccountable dislike of being regarded 
as gallant heroes fighting for freedom and national inde- 
pendence.” 

The explanation is perhaps that fighting the war in the trenches 
was an experience that could not be understood by those who 
remained at home fighting the war in office chairs. The soldiers 
felt that the people back home ” were talking about something of 
which they really knew nothing. They knew nothing of the dreary 
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Clemenceau and Foch Coming erom Headquarters on the Somme, 

October, 1918 

Clemenceau (1841-1929), minister of war and prime minister during the latter 
years of the war, is in civilian garb. Foch (1851-1929) commanded the French 
armies of the north, then became chief of the general staff, and in 1918 was 
made commander-in-chief of all the Allied armies. 

and desperate business of trench warfare — of war shorn of all the 
romance of dress parade, and flags flying in the breeze to the strains 
of martial music. Trench war meant wallowing in the mud and 
slime, fighting vermin, fighting utter exhaustion of body and 
spirit, and fighting the still more dreadful shell shock induced by 
the perpetual racket of machine guns and the terrible detonation of 
the heavy artillery. In this inferno time stood still; the past 
seemed unreal and the future non-existent. To the soldiers who 
survived, the cheerful conversation of the people “ back there, 
still talking of “ national honor ’’ and of the war for “ freedom and 
democracy,” seemed too often but the shrill prattle of children 
whose toys had been upset. 

After two years the fearful price of this war was still far from 
being paid ; but the strain was beginning to tell, and people on both 
sides were wondering whether the objects of the war were worth 
the cost. What indeed were those objects? Could they in any 
case be attained? The war seemed to have reached a deadlock. 
The Central Powers were on the whole triumphant on land, but 
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their desperate effort at Verdun to end the war had failed. The 
Allies were masters of the sea, but they had barely been able to 
hold the western front. Moreover their efforts in the east had 
failed, and their ally, Russia, was a crippled and uncertain support. 
In this time of exhaustion and low spirits, when no one could foresee 
the end, people on both sides began to talk of peace, 

11 . Second Period, 1917 : Peace Proposals ; The United 
States Enters the War; Russia Withdraws 

Peace proposals: How President Wilson asked the belligerents 
to say what they were fighting for, and why they told him less than 
they might have done. The first official move towards peace was 
made by the Central Powers. December 12, 1916, the German 
government sent to the United States a note to be forwarded to the 
Allied governments. The note stated that the Central Powers 
“propose ... to enter into peace negotiations. They feel sure 
that the proposals which they would bring forward . . . would 
serve as a basis for the re-establishment of lasting peace. The 
Allied governments rejected this proposal. Believing that the offer 
was designed to “ create dissentions ... in Allied countries,” 
they declared that “ no peace is possible so long as they [the Allies] 
have not secured reparation for violated liberties, recognition of the 
principle of nationalities, and the free existence of small states.” 

Meantime, President Wilson felt that the time had come when 
the United States might venture to make a move towards peace. 
On December 18, 1916, he accordingly sent a note (prepared before 
he learned of the German proposal) to all the belligerent govern- 
ments. He said that he was “ merely proposing that soundings he 
taken ... to learn how near the haven of peace may be,” He 
pointed out that the “ objects which the statesmen ... on both 
sides have in mind in this war are virtually the same, as stated in 
general terms to their own people and to the world.” If this was 
indeed so, the President said, would it not be well to state these 
objects in more detailed and specific terms? The belligerent 
governments might then find that the differences between them 
were not so great as they supposed, and perhaps by a little con- 
cession on both sides this frightful war might be ended. 
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Both sides replied to President Wilson’s note. The Gernaan 
government, speaking for the Central Powers, declined to state 
its peace terms, but proposed an immediate meeting of delegates 
of the belligerent states at some neutral place,” for the discussion 
of peace. The Allied governments, in a joint note, deplored Presi- 
dent Wilson’s statement that the objects for which both sides were 
fighting seemed to be the same. The Allies had often stated the 
objects for which they were fighting, in general terms to be sure ; 
but the civilized world knew what these terms implied. They 
implied : 

first of all, the restoration of Belgium, Serbia, and Montenegro ; 
... the evacuation of invaded territories in France, in Russia, in 
Rumania, with just reparation ; . . . the restoration of [Alsace-Lor- 
raine to France] ; the liberation of the Italians, as also of the Slavs, 
Rumanes, and Czechoslovaks from foreign domination ; the setting- 
free of the populations subject to the bloody tyranny of the Turks ; 
and the turning out of Europe of the Ottoman Empire as decidedly 
foreign to Western civilization. 

In pursuance of these aims the Allies declared that they would 

make all sacrifices to carry to a victorious end the conflict upon 
which . . . depend not only their own welfare and prosperity but 
the future, of civilization itself.” 

Thus it seems that the Central Powers were willing to enter a 
peace conference but not to publish their peace terms, while the 
Allies were willing to publish their peace terms — or some of them 
— but not to enter a peace conference. What is the explanation 
of this difference of attitude? 

First, as to the Central Powers. Their attitude was apparently 
determined by a sharp difference of opinion between the civil and 
the military authorities. The German chancellor, Bethmann- 
Hollweg, doubted whether a complete victory was possible, espe- 
cially if the United States should join the Allies. The blockade was 
beginning to tell, and the people, especially in Austria, were weary 
of the war. The Austrian minister, Count Czernin, told the 
emp|mr in confidence that for Austria “ another winter’s campaign 
is out of the question.” For these reasons it seemed that the 
Central Powers could probably make a better peace now than later. 
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But the military authorities were still confident of winning a 
complete victory. This was the opinion especially of Ludendorjff, 
the virtual chief of the German general staff. Ludendorff has been 
called the “ evil genius of Germany.’' He was arrogant and over- 
bearing, and he used his great influence to discredit anyone who 
talked of a compromise peace. This is perhaps why the civil 
authorities were unwilling to publish any terms of peace. To pub- 
lish the terms demanded by Ludendorff would discredit them before 
the world. To publish any reasonable terms would enable the mili- 
tary authorities to discredit them in the eyes of their own people. 

Second, as to the Allied Powers. The attitude of the Allies was 
determined by many things. They had no faith in the sincerity of 
the Central Powers in proposing a peace conference. They knew 
that the military victories of the Central Powers would give them a 
certain advantage in any negotiation that might take place. But 
above all, the Allied governments were fighting for certain objects 
which they were unwilling to reveal, either to the Central Powers or 
to President Wilson. These objects were defined in the famous 
“ secret treaties ” between the Allied governments, some of which 
they had negotiated in 1915 and 1916 and some of which they were 
at this very time preparing. 

In the secret treaties the Allied governments agreed t^iat at the 
close of the war, if they were successful, they would demand : 
(i) for Russia, Constantinople and Poland; (2) for Great Britain, 
the German colonies and the “ neutral zone ” in Persia; (3) for 
prance, Alsace-Lorraine and the domination of the left bank of the 
Rhine; (4) for Italy, the city of Trieste and the major part of 
Albania and the Austrian Tyrol ; (5) for all four powers, appro- 
priate parts of the Turkish Empire. The Allies felt that the secret 
treaties must at all hazards be kept secret, since these treaties 
disproved their repeated assertion that they were fighting for 
defense only and not for conquest. Above all, to reveal the terms 
of the treaties would lose them the sympathy of President Wilson 
and perhaps make it impossible to induce the United States to 
enter the war. 

$ 

Thus the attempt of President Wilson to bring about peace at 
the beginning of 1917 came to nothing. Meantime, the failure of 
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the peace proposals was followed by two events of the greatest 
importance. These were : (i) the Russian Revolution in March, 
1917, and the practical withdrawal of Russia from the war ; (2) the 
entrance of the United States into the war on the side of the Allies 
in April, 1917. We must now learn something of these events. 

How President Wilson declared for “ a peace without victory,’^ 
and then decided to make war on Germany, April 6, 1917. In 1914 
most people in the United States thought that the European war 
was no affair of theirs. This war grew out of a quarrel between 
Austria and Serbia — something about which the people of the 
United States knew nothing and cared less; and in ar^ case the 
traditional policy of the United States was not to meddle in Euro- 
pean quarrels. President Wilson therefore issued a proclamation 
of neutrality, and advised everyone to be neutral in thought and 
deed.” This was a council of perfection, for people had their 
sympathies — some for the Germans, some for the Allies ; but very 
few indeed thought it possible that the United States would ever 
take part in the war. 

Yet as the war dragged on, a great many people came to the con- 
clusion that the United States must sooner or later join the Allies. 
The development of this pro-war sentiment in the United States was 
the result chiefly of two things : (i) Allied propaganda ; (2) the 
German submarine warfare. 

I. Allied propaganda. What the people of the United States 
read in the newspapers and elsewhere about the origin of the war, 
and about the war itself, came almost exclusively from British and 
French sources. The United States heard the Allied side of the 
story but not the German side. They were told, and believed, that 
Germany had deliberately plotted to bring on the war in order to 
make herself master of Europe and the world. They were told, and 
believed, that the Germans were guilty of unheard-of atrocities in 
Belgium and France. The Belgian atrocities were vouched for by 
an official British investigation, signed by James Bryce, which 
was widely read in the United States ; and the name of Bryce carried 
immense weight because he was well known and liked in the United 
States, and was in fact a man of judicious intelligence and of unques- 
tioned honesty. 
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2. The German submarine warfare. Meantime the submarine 
warfare seemed to confirm all that had been reported about German 
brutality. The sinking of the Lusitania ^ especially, aroused intense 
indignation in the United States. It seemed a brutal and senseless 
act, a violation of all humane feeling as well as of the laws of civilized 
warfare. Some people pointed out that Great Britain violated the 
rules of war also. But Great Britain had done no more than con- 
fiscate property; Germany had destroyed the lives of innocent 
women and children. Most people believed the Allies were fighting 
in defense of the sacred cause of freedom and humanity against the 
ascendancy of brutality and barbarism ; and that they were defend- 
ing the United States as well as themselves, for if Germany won the 
war she might then turn against the United States as the sole power 
that blocked her path to world domination. 

By the end of 1916 pro- war sentiment was strong in the eastern 
states, but far less so in the western states. President Wilson had 
just been re-elected (in November, 1916), mainly by the votes of 
people who supported him on the ground that he has kept us out 
of war.” But he was barely re-elected ; and after the failure of the 
peace proposals he realized that he could not keep the United States 
out of the war much longer. On January 22, 1917, the President 
therefore took a very important step towards intervention. This 
was his famous Address to the Senate, in which he stated the con- 
ditions of a peace to which the United States would be willing to 
give its formal and solemn adherence.’’ 

The necessary conditions of such a peace, according to the Presi- 
dent, were the following : (i) “ It must be a peace without victory 
. . . Only a peace between equals can last. (2) Peace must be 
based on “ the principle that governments derive ail their just 
authority from the consent of the governed.” (3) There must be 
'' freedom of the seas ... the free, constant, and unthreatened 
intercourse of nations.” (4) There must be a limitation of armies 
and of all programs of military preparation.” (5) All nations 
must '' henceforth avoid entangling alliances which would draw 
them into competitions of power, catch them in a net of intrigue 
and selfish rivalry. . 

These were the conditions. If peace could be made on the basis 
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of these principles, then it would be possible to organize a league 
for peace,’’ which would give to all nations security and guarantee 
the world against future wars such as the present. For such ideal 
objects the United States would work, but for no others. 

If this famous address was intended as a warning that the United 
States might soon enter the war it was well timed. Nine days after 
it was delivered the German government, thinking that the United 
States could not in any case give much assistance to the Allies, 
announced the renewal of unrestricted submarine warfare — that 
all sea traffic within certain war zones ” around Great Britain, 
France, and Italy would without further notice be prevented by 
all weapons.” At first the submarines proved very effective. 
Within the war zones neither warships nor merchant nor passenger 
vessels were safe. The Allied governments told President Wilson 
that unless the United States joined them, their hope of winning the 
war was slight. Public opinion in the United States had become 
more and more hostile to Germany, and after the renewal of unre- 
stricted submarine warfare the President felt that it was no longer 
possible to remain neutral. Acting on his recommendation, Con- 
gress therefore declared war on Germany, April 6, 1917. 

The entrance of the United States encouraged the Allies, but at 
first they did not know whether the President could do more than 
give the Allies naval support in fighting the submarines. Perhaps 
he did not desire to do more. One phrase in the President’s address 
of January 22 had greatly alarmed the Allies : “ It must be a peace 
without victory.” Few famous phrases ever astonished or angered 
so many people as this one. What could the extraordinary man 
mean? The Allies wanted no peace without victory. They 
wanted victory ; and for victory they needed an American army — 
a big one — and they needed it at once. In heaven’s name,” 
they said, “ don’t talk of a peace without victory ! The situation is 
desperate. Time is precious. Send us an army, and do it quickly.” 
But the United States had no army. Could one be raised, organ- 
ized, and equipped within a year, or two years? Could it be 
safely transported, escaping the submarines? These were the 
vital questions — terrible questions — which, in the spring of 
1917 no one could answer. 
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Storming op La Vacquerie near Cambrai by Troops prom Baden, 
Dec. 3, 1917 

From a painting by Karl Albrecht. The village was practically demolished 
by the bombardment preceding the attack. 

Meantime, the need for quick action on the part of the United 
States was all the greater because of another event of vital impor- 
tance. This was the Russian Revolution (March. 12, 1917), which 
virtually put Russia out of the war, and enabled Germany to throw 
all of her forces against the western front. 

The Russian Revolution of March 12, 1917: How the Russians 
dethroned the tsar, and by so doing pleased the Allies. The 
Russian Revolution of 1917 was the result, partly of the war, partly 
of the reform movement that had been gathering force for a hundred 
years. Before 1914 the reformers had twice forced concessions 
from the tsars, and on both occasions it was an unsuccessful war 
that had enabled them to do so. During the years i86o~i88i, fol- 
lowing the Crimean War, serfdom was abolished, local assemblies 
{zemstvos) created, and a certain freedom of thp press granted (see 
p. 467). But the assassination of Alexander II discredited the 
reformers, and until 1905 the old oppressive methods of government 
were revived. Then the failure of the Russo-Japanese War led to 
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the Revolution of 1905 which forced the tsar to establish a national 
legislature, of which the lower chamber {Duma) was elected by the 
people — or some of them. But the Duma, although it managed 
to exist, never had much real power ; and during the years 1908- 
1914 the tsar and his ministers continued to govern much as they 
always had done. 

In spite of failure, the reform movement went on, and in 1914 
there were three distinct parties, each having its own idea of what 
the reforms should be. (i) The Constitutional Democratic party 
(popularly known as the “ Cadets ^0 was supported by the upper 
middle classes, who wanted a constitutional government such as 
the countries of western Europe had. (2) The Social Revo- 
lutionary party was supported by the peasants and led by 
middle-class radicals. It was chiefly interested in having the land 
of the nobles divided among the peasants. (3) The Socialist 
party of the industrial workers in the cities accepted the doctrines 
of Karl Marx, advocated the abolition of private property, and 
demanded that the workers should share in the management of in- 
dustrial enterprises. But the Socialists differed as to the best 
method of gaining these ends. The Menscheviki (“ Minority ”) be- 
lieved that social and economic reforms might be brought about 
slowly and peacefully. The Bolsheviki (“ Majority ’0 believed the 
workers could get what they wanted only by a sudden and violent 
revolution which would establish the “ dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat ” and deprive the upper classes at a single stroke of both 
their wealth and their power. 

Besides these reform parties there were certain subject nation- 
alities in Russia demanding the privilege of governing themselves. 
The Finns, the Letts, the Lithuanians, the Poles, the Ukrainians, 
and the Georgians regarded themselves as different from the 
“ Russians.” Each group wished to have its own parliament, and 
to preserve its language and customs. Their idea was that Russia 
should be a federation of self-governing peoples, united under the 
tsar and a federal parliament. Then there were the Jews, who 
wanted to preserve their religion and their customs unmolested. 

When the war broke out in 1914 all the parties except the Bol- 
sheviks supported it with enthusiasm. True “ Russians ” regarded 
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it as a noble crusade for the liberation of their brother Christians 
and Slavs from Austrian or Turkish tyranny. The Constitutional 
Democrats thought that the tsar would now give Russia a real 
constitution. The peasants thought they would now get the land 
of the nobles. Poles, Finns, and Jews thought that if they sup- 
ported the war the Russians, in all decency, would cease to oppress 
them by trying to deprive them of their language and customs. 

But this enthusiasm for the war did not last. Early victories 
were followed by disastrous defeats. The loss of life was frightful. 
People asked why Russia, with the largest armies of all, should 
always be defeated. Their answer was — and it was the true 
one — that the civil and military officials were inefficient and 
corrupt. Yet the tsar and his ministers refused to listen to advice 
and ruthlessly suppressed all criticism. Thus after two years of 
failure the people were disillusioned. They asked, “ What are we 
fighting for ? Are we fighting for a blind tsar who listens only to a 
stupid and corrupt aristocracy ? ’ ^ 

All this discontent came to a head in the winter of 1916-1917. 
Army officers and members of the Duma openly charged the 
government with corruption and incompetence. Peasants began to 
attack the country houses of the nobles. Workmen in the towns 
refused to work. To meet disaffection the tsar used the only 
methods he knew. Instead of trying to remove the cause of the 
discontent he tried to suppress it. On March 11,1917, he ordered 
the Duma to adjourn its sessions, and the workmen of Petrograd 
(St. Petersburg) to cease striking and go back to work. 

These decrees precipitated the revolution. The Duma remained 
ill session. Some troops in Petrograd, who were ordered to fire on 
the striking workmen, mutinied and joined the workers. The 
workers and soldiers formed a Soldiers’ and Workingmen’s Soviet 

Council ”). March 12, after some street-fighting, the soldiers 
and the police of Petrograd joined the revolutionists. Several 
armies throughout the country declared their support of the revolu- 
tion. The tsar and his ministers ordered a special train to take them 
to Petrograd, in the hope of restoring order there ; but the workmen 
sidetracked the train and uncoupled the engine. When Nicholas 
II, Tsar of all the Russias, was left sitting in a train shunted off on a 
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sidetrack, the game was played out. It was played out because the 
power of the tsar depended on obedience backed by military force. 
The workmen refused to obey ; the soldiers refused to compel them. 
The end of tsardom was as easy as that. Three days later, 
March 15, Nicholas abdicated the throne. 

At the outset, the revolution of March, 1917, was the calmest 
and most joyous revolution ever seen. There was almost no blood- 
shed, because there was almost no resistance. Tsardom simply 
collapsed without a sound. Ever3rwhere people heard the news 
with joy. They felt that at last they were free. A new day had 
dawned in which everything would be right and everyone happy. 
People went about smiling. Soldiers fraternized with workmen. 
Distinctions of rank and of wealth were momentarily forgotten. 
Strangers in the streets and shops greeted each other as brothers. 
This lasted only a short while. The revolution soon entered the 
stage of violence and blood. 

A provisional government was at once organized under the 
presidency of Prince Lvov, a landowner. The new government was 
controlled by the Constitutional Democrats, but it included one 
Social Revolutionary — Alexander Kerensky. It proclaimed free- 
dom of the press and of religion, liberated political prisoners, and 
invited political exiles to return to Russia. It provided for the 
election of a national assembly to form a constitution for Russia. 
It assured the Allies that Russia, now emancipated from the cor- 
rupt tsardom, would prosecute the war with renewed enthusiasm 
and efficiency. 

After the first shock of surprise, the Russian Revolution was 
regarded in Allied countries as a godsend. For two years the Allied 
governments had assured the world that they were fighting for 
freedom and justice. But skeptics said, “ How can you say that 
when you are allied with tsardom, the most unjust and oppressive 
government in Europe? ” Now all this was changed. The 
revolution made it easier for the Allies to convince President Wilson 
that they were fighting for freedom. It made it easier for President 
Wilson to bring the United States into the war on the side of the 
Allies. It made it possible for him to say, and for the people to 
believe, that the Allies were fighting to “ make the world safe for 
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democracy.’’ Therefore in March, 1917, there was rejoicing in 
Paris, London, Rome, and Washington over the Russian Revolu- 
tion. It was expected that a free Russia would bring to the Allies 
a more efiective support, both moral and military, than she had 
ever yet been able to do. 

The Russian Revolution of November 7, 1917 • How the Russians 
refused to fight, and by so doing pleased the Central Powers. The 
rejoicing of the Allies was short-lived. The provisional government 
could not redeem its promise to prosecute the war vigorously, 
because it did not represent the ideas of the people as a whole. 
Russia fell into a kind of anarchy. To the workmen the revolution 
meant that they were to share in the management of industry. 
They therefore refused to work, and began to break up the ma- 
chinery. To the peasants the revolution meant that they were 
to have the land of the nobles. They therefore refused to pay 
rents and taxes and began to pillage the country houses. To the 
soldiers the revolution meant freedom from discipline. They 
therefore deposed or killed their officers and elected others from 
the ranks. Above all, to the mass of the people — workers, 
peasants, and soldiers — the revolution meant, not a more 
vigorous prosecution of the war, but the end of war. Therefore, 
throughout the country, workmen and soldiers formed local 
councils called soviets^ which ignored the provisional government 
and clamored for peace at any price. 

To meet this situation, the provisional government was reorgan- 
ized (May, 1917), with Alexander Kerensky at its head. Since 
Kerensky was a Social Revolutionary, it was thought that he would 
be listened to by the workers and the peasants. He tried in vain 
to restore discipline in the army, and even led a campaign against 
the Germans, only to be hopelessly defeated. Aware that Russia 
would not fight, he tried to persuade the Allied governments to 
renounce their secret treaties and to make peace with the Central 
Powers on the basis of “ no annexations and no indemnities.” The 
Allied governments refused to do either. 

Thus the authority of the provisional government declined. 
The real authority was in the hands of the local soviets, and the 
soviets were more and more directed by Bolshevik leaders. The 
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© Press Cliche 

Lenin Addressing the People erom a Truck 
Lenin was the chief founder of the Soviet Republic. 


result was a second revolution, directed by Nicolai Lenin, one of the 
most remarkable men of his time. November 7, 1917, the provi- 
sional government was overthrown and replaced by the ^‘Soviet 
Republic.’’ It was the “dictatorship of the proletariat” dreamed 
of by the radical Socialists — the Bolsheviks. The object of the 
Soviet Republic was to carry through the social revolution. As a 
preliminary to that object, the new government declared a truce 
with the Central Powers in December, 1917 ; and in March, 1918, 
made peace with them {Peace of Brest-Litovsk, see p. 713). 

Thus the Russian Revolution, which at first encouraged the 
Allies, proved to be a disaster to them. Never, therefore, were the 
Allies more discouraged than in the summer and fall of 1917. The 
United States had declared war, but was as yet of little aid. Russia, 
instead of renewing the war with vigor, was spreading the dangerous 
doctrine of “peace with no annexations and no indemnities.” 
Worst of all, the doctrine found adherents in France and England. 
Lord Lansdowne published a letter in which he suggested that it 
might be better to make a compromise peace than to continue a 
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hopeless struggle. Joseph Caillaux and other prominent French- 
men spread the pacifist ’’ doctrine in France. Entire companies 
of French soldiers, influenced by the peace talk, refused to fight and 
went home. In August the Pope made an appeal to both sides to 
end the war on reasonable terms by mutual concessions. 

Meantime, what of the Central Powers? It appears that the 
Austrian government was ready to discuss peace on the Russian 
basis of no annexations and no indemnities.’’ Perhaps the Ger- 
man civil officials would have been willing also. But the military 
leaders were more than ever convinced that they could win the war. 
The submarine war was not so effective as they had hoped, it is true. 
But Russia was out of the war. The United States was not yet 
of real assistance. Defeatist ” sentiment seemed to be strong 
in the Allied countries. In this situation the Germans staked all 
their hope on one last desperate drive against the western front 
before the United States could land an effective army in France. 

III. Third Period, 1918: Peace of Brest-Litovsk ; Last 
German Drive; Armistice 

How the Germans made peace with soviet Russia at Brest- 
Litovsk, March 3, 1918. Although Russia was really out of the war 
after the first revolution (March, 1917) the Germans could not 
safely remove their troops to the western front until peace was 
formally made. It was well understood that the soviet government, 
under the leadership of Lenin, was quite willing to make peace. 
The Bolshevists were opposed to war on principle, and they had 
been opposed to this war from the start. On December 15, 1917, 
the soviet government accordingly agreed to an armistice with 
the Central Powers, and on December 22 began negotiations with 
them at Brest-Litovsk. 

At the Brest-Litovsk conference the soviet government proposed 
to make peace on the basis of no annexations and no indemnities. 
The Central Powers agreed to this in principle, but said they could 
not evacuate Poland, Lithuania, Estonia, Finland, or Ukrainia since 
the people of these regions did not regard themselves as Russians. 
This was a way of saying that the Central Powers were determined 
to deprive the soviet government of a great part of the former 
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Russian Empire. The soviet government refused to make peace on 
these terms, and the conference at Brest-Litovsk was broken off 
on January 14, 191S. 

Then the soviet government made a curious announcement. 
It notified all the powers that Russia, although she had not been 
able to make peace with the Central Powers, was nevertheless not 
at war with them. There is neither peace nor war between 
Russia and the Central Powers’’ — such was the astonishing 
declaration of the soviet government. Unfortunately, one power 
can make war, but one power cannot alone get out of it. In 
February, 1918, the German armies rapidly overran and occupied 
all of Russian Poland, Lithuania, Courland, Estonia, Livonia, and 
the greater part of Ukrainia. The soviet government discovered 
that it could not be ^^out of the war” without making peace. It 
therefore submitted, under protest, to the German terms, and on 
March 3, 1918, the Peace of Brest-Litovsk was signed. 

By this treaty the soviet government abandoned all claims to 
Poland, Lithuania, Estonia, Livonia, and Finland, and ceded Kars 
and Batum to Turkey. In addition it signed an agreement which 
made enormously valuable economic and commercial concessions to 
Germany and Austria. By the Peace of Brest-Litovsk the soviet 
government lost a fourth of Russia’s former territory and population 
and more than half of its former coal and iron resources. In much 
of this last territory new states were in the process of formation — 
in Poland, Finland, Lithuania, and Ukrainia; but for the time 
being the political and economic independence of these new states 
was at the mercy of the Central Powers. 

Thus by March, 1918, the Central Powers had won the war in the 
east. The question was, could they win it in the west also ? 

The great German drive of 1918: Second Battle of the Marne, 
July 25“August 2, 1918. The Peace of Brest-Litovsk was of great 
service to the military leaders of Germany because it encouraged the 
war-weary people to make one more great sacrifice. The people 
I were told that, with Russia out of it, Germany could now, by a last 

desperate effort, win the war. They were told that the French were 
too exhausted to withstand another attack. They were told that 
the United States was sending troops to France, but that the army 
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© William Thompson 

The Blocked Harbor at Zeebrugge, Belgium 


On tlie night of April 22, 1918, between ii : 20 p.m. and i : 30 a.m., the harbor 
of Zeebrugge, which German submarines had been using as a base of operations, 
was blocked by the British, by sinking two of their own ships in the entrance. 

This was one of the most daring naval operations of the war. 

of the United States could not be of any real use until 1919 at the 
earliest. So the German people were encouraged to make a last 
effort. 

The German hope of breaking the western front in the spring and 
summer of 1918 was not altogether a vain one. The Germans had 
certain military advantages. Whereas the French and the British 
were finding it difficult to keep their ranks filled, the Germans were 
£,ble to move near!} their entire eastern army to the western front. 
Besides, the Germans could concentrate great numbers at those 
points where they intended to make their drive, whereas the Allies, 
not knowing where the attack was to be made, had to be ready to 
defend their line at every point. 

With these advantages, the Germans began their last great drive 
in March, 1918. . They first struck the British line near St. Quentin 
and forced it back nearly to Amiens. Then in May they struck the 
French line further south and pushed it back to Chateau-Thierry, 
Within three months the apparently resistless Germans had made a 
great bend in the western front between Arras and Reims» Once 
more, as in 1914, they were on the Marne River, this time within 
fifty miles of Paris. Powerful guns, at a distance of seventy miles, 
had dropped shells in the capital of France. To the war-weary 
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Allied peoples it seemed that four years of desperate resistance 
would go for nothing, and that the Germans would win in spite of 
everything. 

But the situation was really less desperate than the Allies feared, 
less promising than the Germans hoped. The great drive had cost 
the Germans heavily in men and munitions, and the difficulty of- 
replacing them increased week by week. The submarine warfare 
failed to break the blockade, and the undernourished people of 
Austria and Germany were being slowly starved into submission. 
Austria was already a spent force ; the Germans were fighting on 
their nerve. 

While the Germans were becoming weaker every month, the 
Allies were becoming stronger. Resorting to military conscription, 
the United States had raised and equipped a great army ; and in 
the early summer of 1918 American troops were being landed in 
France with a speed and efficiency which few people had supposed 
possible. During the month of April, 118,642 men were safely 
transported. By the end of July nearly 1,000,000 American soldiers 
were in France. It is true that they were incompletely trained. 
But their mere presence in France encouraged the Allies to hold 
out — gave them that last measure of desperate courage necessary 
to win the war. Completely trained or not, there they were, ready 
and eager to be called upon in an emergency. 

The emergency was at hand on July 15, 1918, when the Germans 
began a desperate attempt to break the western front at Chateau- 
Thierry. This was the beginning of the second Battle of the Marne 
(July 15- August 2). If the Germans could break through, the 
French could no longer hold Reims, and the entire line would have 
to fall back. Realizing this, every division of American troops 
with any sort of training was made available for use in a counter- 
offensive.’^ During the first three days the Germans made slight 
gains, but the Allied lines held, and the American troops proved 
not only that they could be relied upon but that they could fight 
with an aggressiveness impossible for troops that had been exhausted 
by years of service. On July 18 General Foch (recently made 
commander-in-chief of the Allied forces) decided that the time 
had come for a counter-offensive. The plan was to pinch ” the 
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Second Battle of the Marne, July, 1918 

The southern “salient” (bulge) at Ch^teau-Thierry and Belleau is where the 
French and American armies began the counter-attack which forced the Ger- 
mans to retreat. 

German salient at Chateau-Thierry, the Americans pushing in from 
the west side, the French from the east side. Unable to resist the 
pressure from both sides, the Germans were forced to retreat. 

By July 29 the Chateau-Thierry salient was reduced,” and on 
August 2 the French occupied Soissons. It was the beginning of 
the end. The German chancellor, Hertling, said : 

I was convinced that before the first of September our adver- 
saries would send us peace proposals. ... We expected grave 
events in Paris by the end of July. That was on the fifteenth. 
On the eighteenth even the most optimistic among us understood 
that all was lost. The history of the world was played out in three 
days. 
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General Pershing Receiving Marshal Foch at x\merican Head- 
quarters, Chaumont 

Compare Marshal Foch’s ‘‘ traveling carriage ” with that of Napoleon, p. 288. 

How the Austrian and German people, relying on the promises 
of President Wilson, refused to fight any longer: Armistice, No- 
vember II, 1918. It was quite true that “ all was lost ” when the 
German armies began to retreat. All was lost, not so much because 
the German armies were defeated as because the soldiers in the 
ranks and the people at home were unwilling to fight any longer. 
They were unwilling to fight longer, partly because the retreat of 
the armies miade it clear that the complete victory which had been 
promised was out of the question, partly because they were too 
exhausted to make another effort. But there was another and very 
important reason for the refusal of the Austrian and German people 
to fight any longer. This was their belief that President Wilson 
would obtain for them a just and honorable peace. 

In his Address to the Senate, January 22, 1917, before the United 
States entered the war, President Wilson had said that the peace 
must be “ a peace without victory.’’ Such a peace the Germans 
and Austrians, were now eager to accept. But in later addresses, 
after the United States entered the war. President Wilson said that 
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the Allies “must win the war” {Address to Congress ^ December 4, 
igi7). To win the war, he said, the Allies must use “force, force 
to the uttermost, force without stint or limit” {Baltimore Speech, 
April 6, igi8). There seemed to be an inconsistency here. How 
could President Wilson convince the Allies that the war must be 
pushed to a victorious end, and at the same time convince the 
Germans that the war would result in a peace without victory? 

That was a difficult task indeed ; but President Wilson accom- 
plished it with amazing success. In all of his addresses after the 
United States entered the war he explained, or explained away, the 
seeming inconsistency. He did it by making a distinction between 
the German people and the “masters of the German people.” The 
“masters of the German people” were the emperor, his ministers, 
and his military leaders. These masters, the President said, had 
enslaved the German people. They had plotted to bring about the 
war in order to enslave the world ; they alone were “guilty” of the 
war; the German people had no part in that guilt. For this 
reason the Allies were not making war on the German people, but 
only on the “military masters of the German people” {Address of 
August 1917)’ With the masters of the German people the 
Allies must therefore wage the war to a complete and final victory. 
But with the German people the Allies would make a just and 
honorable peace. 

What were the terms of the just peace which President Wilson 
promised the Austrian and German people? These terms were 
clearly stated in the most famous of ail his addresses — the Address 
to Congress, January 8, 1918, in which he formulated “the world's 
peace program” under fourteen heads, as follows: 

1. Open covenants of peace openly arrived at, after which there 
shall be no private international understandings of any kind. . . . 

2. Absolute freedom of navigation upon the seas outside the 
territorial waters alike in peace and in war. . . . 

3. The removal, so far as possible, of ail economic barriers 
[tariffs, etc.]. ... 

4. Adequate guarantees given and taken that national arma- 
ments will be reduced to the lowest point consistent with domestic 
safety. ... 

5. An . . . impartial adjustment of colonial claims. . . . 
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6. The evacuation of Russian territory . . . and an unham- 
pered opportunity for the determination of her own political devel- 
opment . . . under institutions of her own choosing. 

7. Belgium must be evacuated and restored. . . . 

8. All French territory should be freed [and Alsace-Lorraine 
restored to France]. . . . 

9. Readjustment of the frontiers of Italy . . . along lines of 
nationality. ... 

10. The peoples of Austria-Hungary should be accorded . . . 
autonomous development. ... 

11. Rumania, Serbia, Montenegro should be evacuated . . . 
Serbia accorded free access to the sea. . . . 

12. Nationalities now under Turkish rule should be assured . . . 
autonomous development. ... 

13. An independent Polish state should be erected . . . inhabited 
by Polish populations [with] free and secure access to the sea. . . . 

14. A general association of nations must be formed under 
specific covenants for the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of 
political independence and territorial integrity to great and small 
states alike. 

These were the famous ^‘Fourteen Points.’^ Translated into all 
languages, they were everywhere read. And the essence of the 
Fourteen Points was embodied in five phrases or slogans which in 
those days were everywhere familiar and everywhere repeated: 
(i) “Open Diplomacy”; (2) “Freedom of the Seas”; (3) “No 
Annexations”; (4) “National Self-Determination”; (5) “A 
League of Nations.” In that last desperate year of 1918, war- 
weary and peace-loving people throughout the world eagerly wel- 
comed these phrases as a new gospel for the nations, revealing the 
way of salvation. No people welcomed them more eagerly than 
the Austrians and the Germans. In the promises of France and 
Great Britain, of Clemenceau and Lloyd George, they had no 
confidence. But they believed that President Wilson meant what 
he said, and that he could do what he promised. 

Thus it was that the German and Austrian people, utterly 
exhausted, faced with defeat, and relying on the promises of 
President Wilson, turned against their “military masters” as 
soon as the German armies began to retreat in 1918. In October 
and November the subject nations of Austria-Hungary revolted. 
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Emperor Charles fled the country, and the old monarchy broke up 
into three independent republics — Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and 
German Austria. In November, the revolution spread rapidly 
throughout Germany. In every German state rulers were deposed 
and republics established. On November 8, the revolutionists 
gained control of Berlin. Emperor William took refuge with the 
army ; but the military leaders told him that they could not answer 
for his safety, since the soldiers sympathized with the revolutionists 
and were on the verge of mutiny. On November lo, the emperor 
slipped across the frontier into Holland; and on November 28, 
the self-exiled monarch signed a formal abdication of the crown of 
Prussia and the German Empire. 

With thrones crashing at home and the army on the verge of 
mutiny, it was useless for the military leaders to resist longer. A . 
German delegation, headed by Matthias Erzberger, was received 
on November 8 by Marshal Foch and notified of the terms of the 
armistice. On November ii, the armistice was proclaimed. It 
was signed at five o’clock in the morning. At eleven o’clock the 
order was given to cease firing. All along the western front, for the 
first time in four years, the big guns were silent. The war was over. 

QUESTIONS 

1. Give the dates of the three periods into which the Great War may 
be divided. What were the chief events of each period ? 

2. Compare the two sides in military and naval strength. What 
were the chief advantages of the Central Powers ? of the Allies ? Why 
did the Germans invade France by way of Belgium? Why did they 
lose the first Battle of the Marne? Why was this battle decisive? 

3. What victories did the Central Powers win in 1915? What was 
the object of the Allied naval campaign? What was the importance 
of the Battle of Jutland? What did the Germans aim to accomplish 
by the submarine war ? Why did they abandon unrestricted submarine 
warfare? What measures did the Allies take to “blockade” Germany? 
What was the object of the Battle of Verdun? of the Battle of the 
Somme ? Why were these battles discouraging to both sides ? 

4. How did this war differ from earlier wars in the number of troops 
involved? in the character of its battles and the methods of fighting? 
in its effect upon the industries of the countries involved? 

5. Why did the belligerents begin to talk of peace at the close of 1916? 
What were the German peace proposals of December 1916? Why did 
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the Allies reject them? What were the “peace terms” proposed by 
President Wilson in January, 1917? 

6. What two major events of 1917 greatly' influenced the course of 
the war ? How did the first Russian Revolution come about ? By what 
parties was it supported? How did these parties differ in their ideas of 
the revolution, and in their attitude towards the war? What was the 
second Russian Revolution? How did the Bolshevik government try 
to bring about a general peace? How were they forced to make the 
Peace of Brest-Litovsk? Why was the Russian Revolution of great 
advantage to the Central Powers ? 

7. Why did the United States enter the war in 1917? What were 
the ‘'war aims” of the United States as stated by President Wilson? 
Why did the Allies not expect much aid from, the United States at first ? 
How did the German military leaders underestimate the importance 
of the entrance of the United States into the war? What was the object 
of the great German drive of 1918? Why did it fail? What part did 
the United States troops take in the second Battle of the Marne? 

8. What were the famous “Fourteen Points”? Why were the 
Fourteen Points welcomed in Germany and Austria? What influence 
did President Wilson’s “peace program” have in breaking the resistance 
of the Central Powers and in winning the war ? 
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C HAPTER XXII. THE PEACE CONFERENCE OF 1919, IN 
WHICH MANY TREATIES WERE SOMEHOW MADE 

It must he a peace without victory. . . . Only a peace between eqtials can last. 

Woodrow Wilson 

The Armistice of 1918: In which it appears that President Wil- 
son was able to keep his promises only in part. In November, 
1918, President Wilson was at the height of his fame, and few men 
ever stood so high in the world’s estimation. From the time the 
United States entered the war he had served as the spokesman 
of the Allies, voicing with emotional fervor those ideals of human 
brotherhood which in all ages have stirred the heart of mankind. 
The ideal of peace and goodwill to men had often been voiced be- 
fore by the saints and sages of the world ; but it was a new thing 
for the ruler of a great state to make it the guiding principle of 
practical politics. Common men throughout the world, weary 
of war and destruction, gave to the President’s addresses an ap- 
proval never before accorded to the words of any statesman. With 
the powerful support of public opinion in every country, President 
Wilson hoped to keep his promises and to carry through his pro- 
gram ; and when the resistance of the Central Powers was broken, 
he proposed to the Allies that an armistice should be declared and 
peace negotiated on the basis of the Fourteen Points. 
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It turned out to be easier to make promises than to keep them. 
In all the Allied countries there were many people who wanted to 
continue the war until the Germans were entirely crushed. “ Why 
stop fighting now/’ they asked, “ when we have the Germans on 
the run? Why negotiate with the Germans at all? Let us push 
on into Germany, occupy Berlin, and crush the German army. 
We want ' unconditional surrender ’ first ; then a ' dictated peace.’ ” 
The Allied governments did not insist on these extreme measures. 
They agreed to an armistice, and they even agreed to negotiate 
the peace on the basis of the Fourteen Points. But in return 
President Wilson had to agree to certain things which were not 
in harmony with the spirit of his program. 

First, although the Allied governments accepted the Fourteen 
Points as the basis of peace, they refused to be bound by Point 
Two on the freedom of the seas, and they insisted that Germany 
should pay for all damage done to the civilian population of the 
Allies and their property by the aggressions of Germany by land, 
by sea, and from the air.” Second, although they agreed to 
make peace on the basis of the Fourteen Points with these excep- 
tions, they refused to negotiate with Germany. They insisted 
that the terms of peace should be determined by the Allied gov- 
ernments in a conference at which the Central Powers were not 
to be represented. Third, although the Allies were willing to stop 
fighting before Germany was entirely crushed, the terms of the 
armistice were such as amounted virtually to unconditional sur- 
render. 

The terms of the armistice, November ii, 1918, were as follows: 
(i) German troops were to be withdrawn from Russia, Rumania, 
Austria-Hungary, Turkey ; Belgium, Alsace-Lorraine, and all other 
territory west of the Rhine River. (2) The Allied troops were to 
occupy German territory up to the Rhine River, together with 
the three principal bridgeheads ” at Mainz, Cologne, and Ko- 
blenz, to a depth of thirty kilometers on the east side of the Rhine. 
(3) The economic blockade of Germany was to continue during 
the peace negotiations. In short, the terms of the armistice, once 
carried out, would place Germany at the mercy of the Allies and 
enable ‘the Allied governments to dictate the terms of peace. 
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With these agreements made, the Peace Conference was as- 
sembled in Paris (1919). The results of the conference, and of 
certain agreements made after it adjourned, were embodied in 
five treaties : (i) the Treaty of Versailles with Germany, June 28, 
1919 ; (2) the Treaty of Saint-Germain with Austria, Septem- 
ber 10, 1919 ; (3) the Treaty of Neuilly with Bulgaria, Novem- 
ber 27, 1919; (4) the Treaty of Trianon with Hungary, June 4, 
1920; (5) the Treaty of Sevres with Turkey, August 10, 1920 
(modified in important respects by the Treaty of Lausanne, July 24, 
1923), It would be quite impossible to give even a summary of 
these treaties. The Treaty of Versailles alone fills a book of more 
than two hundred pages of close print. It will be more useful to 
see in a general way how the map of Europe was changed by these 
treaties, and what new institutions were established to preserve 
the peace between nations. 

The natural starting-point is President Wilson’s Fourteen Points. 
They provided a set of general principles for making peace with 
all the enemy countries. The Allied Powers had agreed, with 
certain reservations, to make peace on the basis of these principles. 
Would they live up to this promise? Could they live up to it? 
The central feature of the Peace Conference was the effort of Presi- 
dent Wilson and his supporters to make the peace conform to the 
Fourteen Points. How far did he succeed, and in what respects 
did he fail? 

The Paris Peace Conference : How it worked and what powers 
really made the peace. January 18, 1919, the Peace Conference 
held its first session. Thirty-two states were represented by seventy 
delegates — a brilliant assembly of the most distinguished politi- 
cal leaders of the world. There was President Wilson, whose pres- 
ence in Europe was the occasion for popular demonstrations such 
as perhaps had never before been elicited by any man. There was 
Clemenceau, the hard-headed French premier — the old Tiger,” 
who in the darkest hour of the war had assumed direction of the 
French government and had inspired the French people and the 
French armies with a desperate determination to win. There 
was Lloyd George, the brilliant and versatile little Welshman who 
had replaced Asquith as prime minister in 1916, when the war 
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The “Big Foue’’ 

Left to right : Lloyd George, Orlando, Clemenceau, and Wilson. 

seemed lost, and by his great energy, his infectious enthusiasm, 
and his genius for leadership had injected a new spirit into the 
British conduct of the war. There was Orlando, premier of Italy; 
Marquis Saionji, premier of Japan; Emile Vandervelde, Belgian 
patriot and Socialist statesman; Venizelos of Greece — one of the 
most engaging personalities and one of the shrewdest diplomats 
of Europe ; and many others, famous in their own countries but 
little more than names to the rest of the world. Besides the seventy 
delegates, each delegation was accompanied by a staff of assist- 
ants, secretaries, interpreters, and “ experts ’’ — economists, geog- 
raphers, and historians — -whose business it was to prepare exact 
information on the history, geography, and economic conditions 
of the countries whose claims had now to be adjusted. 

As the first of the famous Fourteen Points, President Wilson 
demanded “ open covenants [treaties] openly arrived at.’’ Many 
people therefore expected that the peace would be made in an open 
assembly of all the delegates. But such a procedure would have 



728 


THE AGE OF INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 


been quite impossible. Never before had such a mass, and such 
a mess, of complicated business come before any body of men. 
The questions were far too complicated to be settled in so large 
an assembly. Before they could be even intelligently discussed, 
voluminous reports had to be prepared by the experts and mastered 
as well as time permitted by the responsible delegates. Besides, 
it was inevitable that the great powers that had done most to win 
victory should have more weight in making peace than the small 
states that had done little or nothing. 

So it happened that the treaties were not openly arrived at 
in public sessions of the conference. At first the conference was 
managed by a supreme council of ten — two delegates each from 
France, Great Britain, the United States, Italy, and Japan. The 
council of ten was soon reduced to five. Later Japan was dropped 
from the inner council, and there remained the “Big Four 
— Wilson, Clemenceau, Lloyd George, and Orlando. Finally 
Orlando, offended at the proposed settlement of Italy’s claims 
in the Adriatic, withdrew', and the chief decisions for a time fell 
to the Big Three ” ”■ Wilson, Clemenceau, and Lloyd George. 
Thus the decisions of the Peace Conference were the result in large 
part of the conflict of ideas and interests of the five principal Allied 
Powers; and of these the predominant influence was exercised 
by the United States, France, and Great Britain. 

Why it was impossible for President Wilson to make the peace 
square with the Fourteen Points. In practical life no one is alw^ays 
able to do what he thinks ideally best. It was so with President 
Wilson at Paris. In applying the Fourteen Points to the settle- 
ment of Europe he had to make concessions : (i) to facts; (2) to 
people. 

William James, the philosopher, once said that he was always 
up against the ^^irreducible brute fact.” With the best will in 
the w'orld, it was impossible to make the Fourteen Points square 
with the irreducible brute facts ” of European life. For example, 
one of President Wilson’s most cherished principles was the “ self- 
determination of nations.” The idea was that each nation should 
govern itself. It is a very good idea. But the frontiers between 
the European nations are not clear-cut. Between Germany and 
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Poland, for example, are large areas inhabited by both Germans 
and Poles. Where, then, draw the frontier of the new Polish state? 
It was impossible to draw it so that ail Poles would live in Poland 
and all Germans in Germany. The same difficulty existed in 
drawing the frontier of most of the new states. Thus no solution 
of the question of frontiers was possible without violating to some 
extent the principle of the self-determination of nations. 

President Wilson found it necessary to make concessions, not 
only to the brute facts of European geography, but to the opinions^ 
the fears and animosities, of the people with whom the treaty had 
o be made. He discovered that the Allied governments were 
ound by secret territorial bargains of which he said he had never 
heard. He found popular opinion in the Allied countries less 
favorable to the Fourteen Points than he had expected. After the 
signing of the armistice his influence began to decline. This 
astonished him, but it need not astonish us. While the principal 
object was still to win the war, it was easy and consoling for people 
to think with President Wilson, We are fighting for freedom and 
justice, not for selfish advantage.^’ But once the victory was won, 
the high emotional strain under which people had lived for four 
years relaxed, and old habits of thought revived. Then people 
began to think less about the high ideals they had fought for and 
more about making Germany repay them for their sacrifices. They 
can scarcely be blamed for that. Having been thoroughly taught 
to hate the Germans, they could not all at once cease to hate them. 
In all the Allied countries, including the United States, the 
majority of the people expected their delegates at the Peace Con- 
ference to punish Germany for beginning the war, to weaken 
her so that she could not begin another, and to obtain for the Allied 
countries some compensation for their losses. 

It was therefore quite impossible for President Wilson to make 
the peace conform to the Fourteen Points in every respect. In 
order to get some things he wanted, he had to give up others. 
What he wanted most of all was the League of Nations (Point 
Fourteen). To get this he made many concessions. What were 
they? Point Two (freedom of the seas) was conceded in the 
armistice. Points One and Three (open diplomacy and free trade) 
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were virtually ignored. But besides these concessions, President 
Wilson made five great compromises. These compromises had 
to do with (i) disarmament; (2) the left bank and the Saar 
Valley; (3) the Italian frontier; (4) colonies and spheres of 
influence; (5) reparations. 

The great compromises: (i) Disarmament for the Central 
Powers alone. Point Four reads: “adequate guarantees given 
and taken that national armaments will be reduced to the 
lowest point consistent with domestic safety.” President Wilson 
thought of this point as bound up with the League of Nations ; 
with a League of Nations to settle disputes, there would be no 
need for great armies and navies. But there never was at any 
time the slightest chance of getting the great powders, or the 
small ones either, to abolish their armies and navies. The 
League of Nations w^as not yet established, and no one knew 
whether it would work or not. Besides, people in the Allied coun- 
tries were convinced that Germany alone was responsible for the 
war. “ What would have happened in 1914,” they asked, “ if 
France had not had a powerful army? ” Although defeated, Ger- 
many was still so much feared that her ports were blockaded and 
her territory occupied by Allied troops. To the people in the 
Allied countries disarmament for themselves seemed the height of 
folly. The sensible thing, they thought, was to disarm Germany 
but keep the Allied armies as a guarantee that Germany would 
never again be able to endanger the peace of the world. 

The only “ adequate guarantees ” on disarmament were given 
by Germany and the other Central Powers. The Treaty of 
Versailles required that the German army should be limited to 
100,000 men. Compulsory military training was forbidden; en- 
listments were to be voluntary and for a period of not less than 
twelve years. The size of the navy was limited, the use of sub- 
marines and military airplanes forbidden. Similar restrictions 
were imposed on Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria in the treaties 
with those countries. Thus the Central Powers alone were 
disarmed. As for the Allied countries, the question of disarma- 
ment was referred for consideration to the future League of 
Nations. 
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The great compromises: (2) The ‘‘left bank” and the Saar 
Valley. This compromise had to do with the French-German 
frontier. Point Eight of President Wilson’s Fourteen Points called 
for the restoration of Alsace-Lorraine, taken from France in 1871. 
But the French people were not satisfied with the mere restora- 
tion of Alsace-Lorraine. France had suffered terrible devastation 
during the war, and would have lost more by defeat than any other 
country. Thoroughly convinced that Germany had deliberately 
brought ‘on the war, the French people wanted above everything 
else to weaken Germany and strengthen France. To accomplish 
this most Frenchmen desired, not only to disarm Germany but 
to deprive her of the control of the entire left bank of the Rhine 
and to annex to France that part of it known as the Saar Valley 
or the Saar Basin. 

The left bank ” is the name given to that part of the German 
Empire lying west of the Rhine, between Lorraine and the Dutch 
frontier — a very rich industrial region inhabited by more than 
5,000,000 Germans. Marshal Foch favored the outright annexa- 
tion of the left bank; but the proposal of the French delegates 
at the Peace Conference was that this region should be separated 
from Germany and erected into a separate state subject to the 
military and economic control of France for an indefinite period. 
The Saar Valley, which is only a small part of the left bank, is on the 
Lorraine frontier. Its special value is in its coal mines, which before 
the war yielded 17,000,000 tons a year, or 8 per cent of the coal 
produced in the German Empire. Unlike the rest of the left bank, 
the Saar had, by the Treaty of Paris in 1814, been left to France ; 
but in 1815 it had been given to Prussia. The French now pro- 
posed to “ reannex ” the Saar to France, to “ restore the historic 
boundary of 1814.” 

These proposals, which would have turned over to French rule 
more than 5,000,000 Germans, produced the most serious crisis 
of the Peace Conference. President Wilson absolutely refused to 
assent to so flagrant a violation of the principle of self-determina- 
tion. Lloyd George was opposed to the French proposals also. 
But he had less faith than President Wilson had in the League of 
Nations as a means of giving France security. Besides, he wished 
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at all hazards to prevent a breach between the three powers — 
France, Great Britain, and the United States. He therefore skill- 
fully contrived to place obstacles in the way of the French plan, 
without clearly siding with President Wilson. For six weeks the 
conflict continued without result. President Wilson fell ill under 
the strain; and on April 7 he ordered the George Washington to 
sail immediately from New York for France. This act seemed 
to the world to signify that the President was preparing to with- 
draw from the Peace Conference. Whatever the President’s 
intention may have been, the crisis was safely passed, and in the 
following weeks, by virtue of concessions on both sides, a compro- 
mise was finally arranged in respect to the left bank and the Saar 
Valley. 

The essential features of this compromise were as follows. Cle- 
menceau agreed not to insist on the annexation of any German terri- 
tory except Alsace-Lorraine. President Wilson agreed (i) to 
sign a military treaty with France and Great Britain to guarantee 
France against future attack by Germany; (2) to deprive Ger- 
many of the control of the left bank for a period of fifteen years 
according to the following conditions : {a) during the fifteen-year 
period the left bank was to be occupied by Allied troops at German 
expense ; {h) the Saar Valley was to be placed under the sover- 
eignty of the League of Nations and its mines to be placed at the 
disposal of France ; (c) at the close of the fifteen-year period all 
the Allied troops were to be withdrawn from the left bank, and the 
people of the Saar Valley were to decide by popular vote whether 
they wished to be united with Germany or with France, or to con- 
tinue as a separate state under the protection of the League of 
Nations. 

The settlement of the left bank and the Saar Valley gave the 
French less than they desired but more than could be easily recon- 
ciled with the ideal principles of the Fourteen Points. 

The great compromises: (3) The Italian frontier. Even after 
the completion of Italian unification in 1870 there were some terri- 
tories on the northern and eastern frontiers which were inhabited 
mostly by Italians but were still parts of the Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy. The chief of these regions were : (i) the city of 
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Trent and the territory in the southern part of what is known as 
the Tyrol or the Trentino ; (2) the city of Trieste and the sur- 
rounding territory at the head of the Adriatic. Italian patriots 
had long clamored for the “ redemption of their Italian brothers 
living under foreign rule, and one of Italy’s objects in joining the 
Allies in 1915 had been to obtain the Austrian territories inhabited 
by Italians. So it was that “ Trent and Trieste ” became the 
popular Italian slogan during the war. 

If the Italian delegates at the Peace Conference had asked only 
for the territory inhabited by Italians, no objections would have 
been raised. But they asked for much more than that. They 
asked not only for the southern Trentino, which is inhabited by 
Italians, but for the northern part, which is almost entirely Ger- 
man in population. They asked not only for Trieste but for the 
Istrian Peninsula and the city of Fiume, which were largely Slavic 
in population. In justification of these demands, they argued 
as follows : (i) The Trentino is the natural gateway into Italy 

through the mountains. It will be of no use to us for military 
defense against Germany and Austria unless we possess the north- 
ern approaches to the passes ; (2) when we entered the war the 
Allies promised us, by the secret Treaty of London (1915), not 
only Trieste and most of the Trentino, but also the Istrian Penin- 
sula and part of Dalmatia. Italy has carried out her part of the 
bargain and the Allies must carry out their part, even if it does 
violate the principle of self-determination.” 

France and Great Britain could not well object to ceding to 
Italy what they had promised in the secret Treaty of London. 
But the United States had not signed the secret Treaty of London. 
President Wilson said that he had never heard of this treaty; 
and anyway he claimed that when the Allies agreed to make peace 
on the basis of the Fourteen Points the secret treaties were thereby 
canceled. He therefore refused to agree to the extreme demands of 
the Italians. Nevertheless, he was willing to make many conces- 
sions, On the advice of the American experts, he agreed that 
Italy should have the entire Trentino, Trieste, and a considerable 
part of Istria, thus turning over to Italian rule some hundreds of 
thousands of Germans and Slavs; but on the question of Fiume 
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President Wilson stood firm. Fiume was not only inhabited 
chiefly by Slavs ; it was the principal available outlet to the sea 
for the new state of Yugoslavia. To give it to Italy would be 
to give her a dangerous control over the economic life of the newly 
created Slavic state. 

The question of Fiume created another crisis in the Peace Con- 
ference. President Wilson hoped to win his point by appealing 
in a public statement to the Italian people over the heads of her 
representatives. The only effect of this act was that Orlando and 
Sonnino withdrew temporarily from the conference, while the 
Italian people, who a few months earlier had welcomed the Presi- 
dent as a deliverer, now denounced him as a pro-German and de- 
molished the statues formerly erected in his honor. Meantime, 
Gabriele d’Annunzio, the Italian poet and novelist, gathered a 
band of free-booters, seized Fiume, and announced that he would 
hold it for Italy whatever the Peace Conference might decide. 
Thereupon, the conference abandoned the attempt to settle the 
question, leaving Italy and the new state of Yugoslavia to settle 
it as they could. In the end {Treaty of Rapallo, ig 20 , modified 
in IP 24 ) Italy obtained both Istria and Fiume, but agreed that 
Yugoslavia should have free commercial use of the city. 

The great compromises : ( 4 ) Colonies ^nd spheres of influence. 
Everyone knew that the war was partly caused by the rivalries 
of the great states over colonies, trade privileges, and spheres of 
influence in the so-called backward countries. If these rivalries 
could be abolished, at least one cause of war would disappear. 
Tills was doubtless why President Wilson included in his Four- 
teen Points the following : Point Three, Removal, so far as pos- 
sible, of all economic barriers [tariffs];’’ and Point Five, An 
absolutely impartial adjustment of colonial claims, the interest 
of the populations concerned having equal weight with the claims 
of the governments whose title is to be determined.” To what 
extent did the Peace Conference abide by these principles? 

The chief economic barriers ” were the tariffs levied by the 
several countries on the imports from other countries. President 
Wilson said that by Point Three he did not mean that tariffs should 
be abolished, but only that in levying tariffs there should be no 
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discrimination against some nations that does not apply to others/’’ 
But even so it was certain that none of the Allied countries — least 
of all the United States — would consent to a treaty that restricted 
its right to levy such tariffs as it pleased. At all events, no attempt 
was made to restrict the right of the Allied states to erect eco- 
nomic barriers.” Germany alone was forbidden, for a brief period 
of about five years, to discriminate against the trade of any of the 
Allied states. 

Point Five, calling for “ impartial adjustment of colonial claims,” 
was likewise ignored, or nearly so. The Treaty of Versailles de- 
prived Germany of all her colonial possessions and distributed them 
among Great Britain, France, Japan. To Great Britain was 
given German East Africa and a small part of the German Kame- 
run ; to the British self-governing colonies — South Africa, Aus- 
tralia, and New Zealand — were given German Southwest Africa, 
German New Guinea, and German Samoa. France received the 
greater part of German Togoland and the Kamerun. Japan re- 
ceived the German Pacific islands north of the equator and the 
rich province of Shantung, which Germany had obtained from 
China in 1898. 

In like manner the Allied states divided among themselves a 
great part of the former Ottoman Empire. The eventual parti- 
tion of the Ottoman Empire had been agreed upon during the war 
in the secret treaties signed by the Allied governments (see p. 702). 
Russia, having withdrawn from the war after the Bolshevik revo- 
lution, was not represented at the Peace Conference. But France, 
Great Britain, and Italy insisted that the terms of the secret 
treaties, with some modifications, should be carried out ; and this 
was done by the Treaty of SHnes with Turkey (1920). Never- 
theless, a vigorous Turkish nationalist uprising, under the lead 
of Kemal Pasha, made it impossible, short of a new war with 
Turkey, to enforce this treaty; and in the end the Allied states 
agreed to a new treaty, known as the Treaty of Lausanne (1923). 

By the Treaty of Lausanne, Turkey retained Asia Minor, the 
city of Constantinople, and the territory in Thrace as far west 
as the city of Adrianople. The remainder of the former Ottoman 
Empire was disposed of as follows: Syria, including Damascus, 
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was given to France; Mesopotamia, Transjordan, and Palestine 
(including Jerusalem), were given to Great Britain; the islands 
in the Aegean known as the Dodecanese Islands were given, with 
two exceptions, to Italy ; the Arabian territory along the Red Sea, 
known as the Hejaz, was made independent; Armenia, which 
by the Treaty of Sevres had been made a free republic, was restored 
to Turkey. In all of these arrangements the interests and desires 
of the native populations were largely ignored. 

President Wilson consented to the distribution of German coio- 
nies and to the partition of the Ottoman Empire with much re- 
luctance. He was especially opposed to the transfer of Shantung 
to Japan, believing that by every principle of justice it should be 
restored to China ; but he had to be content with the promise of 
Japan that she would herself restore Shantung to China sometime 
in the future. (This was later done, at the Washington Confer- 
ence, 1921-1922.) Although he consented to the distribution of 
the German colonies among the Allied states, President Wilson in- 
sisted that a new method should be adopted for administering them. 
This is known as the system of “ mandates.’’ For example, the 
former German colony of East Africa was turned over to Great 
Britain. But it is not, strictly speaking, a British colony in the 
old sense ; it is a territory administered by Great Britain under a 

mandate ” from the League of Nations. This means that Great 
Britain is bound to give to the League a periodical accounting of 
her administration of East Africa. The theory is that the govern- 
ments which administer mandated ” territories do so as trustees 
on behalf of all the states that are members of the League. Most 
of the former German colonies are held as mandates ; and this is 
true also of Syria and Mesopotamia. 

The great compromises: (5) Reparations. The Fourteen Points 
did not mention reparations ; but in his other addresses President 
Wilson had said that there must not be any punitive indemni- 
ties ” — that is, money exacted from the vanquished as a punish- 
ment, Nevertheless, the terms of the armistice required Germany 
to pay for damage done to the civilian population of the Allies 
and their property by the aggressions of Germany by land, by sea, 
and from the air.” The theory was that payment for damage done 
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was not punitive indemnity ” but merely just reparation. The 
conference had therefore to determine: (i) what was to be in- 
cluded in damage done ; and (2) the amount of such damage done. 

First, what was to be included in damage done? During the 
war Germany had destroyed many farms and houses in France 
and Belgium. This was clearly damage done by Germany to 
civilians. In addition, the people of France had had to pay taxes 
to equip their soldiers. This was also damage to civilians ; but 
was it done by Germany? Again, thousands of English soldiers 
had been killed, leaving their families without means of livelihood, 
and the English were taxed to pay pensions to these people. This, 
too, was damage done to civilians ; but was it done by Germany ? 
There were extremists at the conference who wished to include 
in damage done by Germany the entire cost of the war. But 
President Wilson and others would not assent to this, so that in 
the end the bill for damages was expected to include only the value 
of property actually destroyed and pensions paid by the Allied 
states to wounded veterans or the families of soldiers killed in the 
war. 

Second, what sum would cover these two items? The economic 
experts soon discovered that the sum would be enormous — far 
more, in their opinion, than Germany could pay. The question 
then became, not how much damage Germany had done, but : What 
was the maximum sum that Germany could possibly pay? The 
American experts estimated that Germany might possibly pay 
$25,000,000,000, with interest, if the payments were spread over 
a period of years. But Clemenceau and Lloyd George both said 
that it would never do to fix the amount at so low a figure. The 
French and British people,’' they said in substance, have been 
led to expect that the Germans will pay for the war. In fact we 
have virtually told them as much ; and if we now announce that 
Germany can pay no more than this small sum of $25,000,000,000, 
they will turn us out of office and appoint others in our places. 
Then the work of the conference will have to begin all over again.” 

Thus the question changed once more and became : How require 
Germany to pay the largest sum possible without saying precisely 
what that sum might turn out to be ? In the end it was determined 
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that Germany should pay, before 1921, the sum of $5,000,000,000, 
without interest, and thereafter such sums annually as might be 
fixed by an international Reparations Commission. In 1921 the 
Commission determined the conditions under which Germany 
should pay, over a long period of time, capital and interest amount- 
ing to $33,000,000,000 — with the possibility that more might be 
required later if it should later appear that Germany was able to 
pay more. Germany objected to this settlement on the ground 
that the total amount required of her was not fixed and was in 
any case beyond her capacity. After ten years of bitterness and 
strife over reparations, the sum to be demanded of Germany was 
reduced to about $27,000,000,000 (see p. 792). 

These were the five great compromises — the five important 
respects in which the peace did not conform to the spirit of the 
Fourteen Points. In what respects did the peace conform to the 
Fourteen Points? In two very important respects, (i) The 
Peace Conference remade the political map of Europe so that it 
conformed to the principle of the self-determination of nations far 
more strictly than before the war. (2) The Peace Conference 
established the League of Nations. We must now see how this 
was done. 

The self-determination of Nations : (i) The restoration of 

Poland. The desire for national independence was one of the chief 
political aspirations of the nineteenth century. National inde- 
pendence was won by the Italians and the Germans in the time of 
Cavour and Bismarck (1860-1871); but in 1914 many nations 
of eastern Europe were still subject to governments which they 
regarded as foreign. These subject nations were nearly all in- 
cluded within the territory ruled by four great powers — Ger- 
many, Russia, Austria-Hungary, and Turkey. One of the chief 
results of the Great War was the liberation of the subject nations 
and the creation of a large number of new ‘^nationaT’ states. 

One of the most important of the new national states was Poland 
— an old state restored. For centuries Poland had been an inde- 
pendent kingdom ; but in the latter eighteenth century it had been 
partitioned between Russia, Prussia, and Austria (see p. 138). The 
Poles had never been reconciled to the loss of their independence, 
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and throughout the nineteenth century the partition of Poland ^vas 
remembered as a high-handed crime against human liberty. It was 
doubtless for this reason that President Wilson, in his Fourteen 
Points, made a special case of Poland. Point Thirteen reads: 
“ An independent Polish state should be erected . . . inhabited by 
Polish populations [with] free and secure access to the sea. . . 

At the close of the war, when revolution swept over Germany and 
Austria, the Poles formerly subject to Russia, Germany, and Aus- 
tria, reunited to establish the Polish Republic. Therefore when 
the Peace Conference met, an independent Polish state had already 
been erected. The work of the Peace Conference was limited to 
defining the boundaries of the new republic. 

This was no easy task, since both the eastern and western 
frontiers of Poland were inhabited by mixed populations. In the 
first place, the Poles claimed all of the old Austrian provinces of 
Galicia, although the population of eastern Galicia was mainly 
Ruthentan . However, the chief city of eastern Galicia — Lemberg, 
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now called Lwow — was Polish, and the people of wealth and in- 
fluence were Poles. The Polish Republic was therefore prepared 
to fight rather than abandon any part of Galicia ; and so the Peace 
Conference decided that all of Galicia should be united with Poland, 
with the proviso that eastern Galicia should enjoy home rule ” 
under its own parliament for a period of twenty-five years. 

The eastern and northern frontiers were also difficult to define, 
since there was a wide region inhabited by a mixed population of 
Poles, Russians, Lithuanians, and Ukrainians. Both Poland and 
Russia claimed this region ; and the Peace Conference, although it 
established a provisional boundary, left the final settlement to 
Poland and Russia. In 1920 they settled ft by a short war in 
which Poland was successful. 

More difficult still was the task of drawing the boundary between 
Poland and Germany. The two regions in dispute were Upper 
Silesia and the so-called Polish Corridor.’’ Upper Silesia had the 
same kind of importance as the Saar Valley. It was a rich indus- 
trial region which, before the war, yielded 23 per cent of Germany’s 
coal. The majority of the people were Poles, but it was uncertain 
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whether or not a majority would prefer to be united with Poland. 
The matter was therefore left to the people of Upper Silesia to 
decide ; and the result of the plebiscite or referendum was that a 
large majority voted in favor of having Upper Silesia united with 
Germany. In this, as in most other plebiscites of a similar nature, 
the defeated party claimed that the voting was unfairly, or even 
corruptly, managed. 

The other region in dispute concerned chiefly the city of Danzig 
on the Baltic near the mouth of the Vistula River. The Poles 
desired, and President Wilson urged, that they be given '' free and 
secure access to the sea.’’ This was done by giving Poland a strip 
of territory (the so-called “ Corridor ”) running up to the Baltic 
at Danzig. The Germans objected to this arrangement for two 
reasons: (i) because it separated East Prussia from the rest of 
Prussia ; (2) because the city of Danzig and the surrounding terri- 
tory was inhabited almost entirely by Germans. The Peace Con- 
ference nevertheless decided to give Poland the Corridor,” on the 
ground that it was less of an injustice to include a great many 
Germans in Poland than it was to leave the mouth of Poland’s chief 
river and her chief available seaport in the control of a hostile 
Germany. As a concession to Germany, Danzig was made a 
‘‘ free city ” under the protection of the League of Nations, although 
as a seaport, for the purpose of administering the customs, it was 
placed under the control of Poland. (See map, p. 732.) 

In the old Russian Empire there were subject nations besides 
the Poles. Since Russia was not represented at the Peace Confer- 
ence, the conference had nothing directly to do with these nations ; 
but as a result of the Bolshevik revolution and of the war, four new 
states were established. They were Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, 
and Finland. The Republic of Ukrainia, established in 1918, lost 
its independence and was reunited with Russia; but in 1920 the' 
Ukrainian Socialist Soviet Republic was established and recognized 
by the Russian government. 

The self-determination of nations: (2) How the Atistro- 
Hungaiian Monarchy was divided among five nations. The 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy was a curious conglomeration of 
national groups — Germans, Magyars, Czechs, Slovaks, Ruma- 
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Reval (Tallinn), the capital of the Estonian Republic, has always been an im- 
portant port because of its excellent harbor. It was in medieval times one of 
the cities of the Hanseatic League. 

nians, Serbo-Croats, Slovenes, and Italians. The groups that 
largely dominated the government were the Germans and the 
Magyars. The Slavs regarded themselves as oppressed subject 
nations. They had therefore supported the war with no great 
enthusiasm, and when the Central Powers were defeated in 1918 
they revolted. Within a month the authority of the Austro- 
Hungarian government collapsed ; and when the Peace Conference 
met there was no longer any Austria-Hungary to deal with, but 
only the fragments into which it had been broken by defeat and 
revolution. The major part of the former monarchy was claimed 
by five states, one of them an old state, the others new ones. The 
five states were Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Austria, Hungary, and 
Rumania. The task of the Peace Conference was largely confined 
to determining the boundaries of these states. 

The task was a difficult one. In a country of such mixed popu- 
lation it was difficult enough in any case to draw satisfactory 
national boundaries. But the task was made still more difficult 
because the various national groups were bitterly jealous of each 
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other, and each claimed far more territory than could be justified 
on any ground. The result was that the recommendations of the 
experts — especially the American experts — had more weight in 
the decisions than the claims of the various peoples concerned. 
No satisfactory or strictly just division of territory was possible ; 
but the division actually made was rather more than fair to the 
Slavic nations, and rather less than fair to the Magyars and the 
Germans. This was due to the fact that the Magyars and the 
Germans were regarded as largely responsible for Austria-Hungary’s 
part in the war. They were still thought of as the ‘"enemy,” while 
the subject Slavic nations, who had for the most part supported the 
war only under compulsion, were regarded as friends of the Allies. 
We must now see how the Peace Conference applied the principle 
of self-determination in dividing the old Austro-Hungarian Mon- 
archy among five nations. 

I. The Republic of Czechoslovakia. The country of the Czechs 
is Bohemia, which before the seventeenth century had been a semi- 
independent kingdom. The ancient frontier of Bohemia on the 
north and west was a circular range of mountains, an extension of 
the Carpathians. The Czechs asked that this ""historic frontier” 
be made the boundary of the new state. The objection to doing 
this was that within the western rim of the Bohemian mountains 
there were about 3,000,000 Germans who might properly be united 
with either Germany or Austria. But the Czechs demanded the 
old mountain frontier partly because of military defense against 
Germany and partly because it contained resources necessary for 
the economic development of the country. 

Although demanding the historic frontier on the west and north, 
the Czechs objected to it on the south and east. They advanced 
three reasons for including within the new state of Czechoslovakia 
a considerable part of ancient Hungary, (i) They wished to unite 
with Bohemia that part of Hungary which was inhabited by the 
Slovaks — a Slavic people closely related to the Czechs. (2) They 
wished the new state to extend far enough east so that its frontier 
would join that of Rumania, thus enabling these two states to 
defend themselves more easily against Hungary. (3) They wished 
the southern frontier to touch on the Danube, so that the new state. 
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colored. 

which had no seacoast, would at least have access to the waterway 
leading to the Black Sea. To concede the last two demands would 
'make it necessary to include within Czechoslovakia more than a 
million Magyars and Ruthenians* 

In spite of the opposition of the Germans and the Magyars, the 
Peace Conference gave the Czechs practically the frontiers which 
they wanted. As a result, Czechoslovakia could hardly be called 
a ^^nationaP^ state. The Czechs and the Slovaks were really 
two nations rather than one. Besides, nearly one-third of the total 
population of 14,000,000 was neither Czech nor Slovak, but German, 
Magyar, and Ruthenian. In arranging the boundaries of Czecho- 
slovakia the conference departed rather far from the principle of 
self-determination in order to gratify the patriotic sentiments of the 
Czechs, or to safeguard their military and economic interests. 

2. The Kingdom of Rumania. Before the war Rumania was an 
independent kingdom lying between the Black Sea and the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy. It had long coveted the Hungarian prov- 
ince of Transylvania (meaning the province across the Carpathian 
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The people of Czechoslovakia made great progress in industry and in unproved 
standards of living during the years 1918-1938. 


Mountains), which was largely inhabited by Rumanians. Ruma- 
nia now asked not only for that part of Transylvania inhabited 
by Rumanians, but also for a generous slice of territory to the west 
inhabited largely by Magyars. This they said was necessary in 
order that Rumania might control the railroads connecting north- 
ern and southern Transylvania. In addition, the Rumanians 
claimed a district in southern Hungary, known as the Banat of 
Temesvar, inhabited partly by Rumanians and partly by Serbs. 
The Peace Conference gave the Rumanians most of the territory 
they asked for, except the western third of the Banat of Temesvar, 
which went to Yugoslavia. 

Rumania was thus greatly enlarged — chiefly at the expense of 
Hungary. Like Czechoslovakia, it contained many people, chiefly 
Magyars, who were of alien speech and customs, who professed 
different religions (the Magyars were Roman Catholic while the 
Rumanians were mainly Orthodox Catholic), and who therefore 
regarded themselves as subject to foreign rule. 

3. The Kingdom of Yugoslavia. The new state of Yugoslavia 
was made up of the old Kingdoms of Serbia and Montenegro, some 
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small parts of Bulgaria, and those parts of the Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy which were inhabited by Slavs more or less related to 
the Serbs — the provinces of Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and 
part of the Banat of Temesvar. It was the realization of the dream 
of a greater Serbia which created the bitter rivalry between Serbia 
and Austria-Hungary before the war (see p. 660). Although 
inhabited mainly by Slavs, Yugoslavia contained half a million 
Germans, an equal number of Magyars, 150,000 Rumanians, and 
175,000 Italians. Besides, the Slavic groups that made up the 
majority of the population (Serbs, Croats, Slovenes) differed a good 
deal in language and customs. It was easy for them to unite 
against the alien rule of Austria-Hungary; it was less easy for 
them to unite for the purpose of ruling themselves* 

Thus the territory inhabited by the subject nations of the old 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy was distributed among three states 
— Czechoslovakia, Rumania, and Yugoslavia. There remained 
the territory inhabited by the two dominating nations — the 
Magyars of Hungary, and the Germans of Austria proper. How 
much was left for them ? Very little. 

4. The Republic of Austria. After the defeat of the Central 
Powers, the Germans of Austria, like the other nations, freed them- 
selves from their Habsburg rulers. When the boundaries of 
Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and Italy were once deter- 
mined, there were only about 6,500,000 Austrian Germans left 
unaccounted for. According to the principle of nationality, it 
would have been proper to unite them with the German Republic. 
The Austrian Germans in fact requested that this be done, and the 
American delegation to the Peace Conference approved of it. But 
France was strongly opposed to any enlargement of her old enemy, 
Germany, and so the conference decided that the Austrian Germans 
must form a little inland state of their own. It was one of the small- 
est states of Europe. Nearly a third of its population lived in the 
capital city of Vienna. It had few resources and was dependent for 
food on the outside world. It was still further weakened by being 
required to assume, jointly with Hungary, responsibility for repara- 
tions to the Allied countries for damage done to civilian property 
during the war. 






Czechoslovak Consulate, New York 


Well Sweep in Moravia, Czechoslovakia 


5. The Kingdom of Hungary, The Magyars, like the Austrian 
Germans, were regarded by the Peace Conference as the “enemy,” 
and as such were shown no favors. Much of ancient Hungary — 
even of that part of Hungary inhabited by Magyars — was turned 
over to Czechoslovakia, Rumania, and Yugoslavia. The Hungary 
that remained under Magyar control was a small state of about 
35,000 square miles, with a population of no more than 8,000,000, 
Together with the Republic of Austria, the government of Hungary 
was made responsible for reparations. During the Peace Confer- 
ence a Bolshevist regime was temporarily established in Hungary, 
only to be followed by a strongly reactionist movement which 
aimed to restore the Habsburg dynasty. The Peace Conference 
intervened to prevent this, declaring that “ such a restoration 
would be at variance with the whole basis of the peace settlement, 
and would neither be recognized nor tolerated.” So for a time 
Hungary was a, monarchy without a king. 

The self-determination of nations : (3) To what extent did the 
peace treaties really conform to the principle of self-determination ? 
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The Peace Conference has often been severely criticized for flagrant 
violation of the principle of self-determination. What can be said 
in its defense ? Consider, first, the treatment accorded to Asiatic 
peoples in Asia. The result of the war and the peace was to destroy 
the ancient Ottoman Empire. But the millions of people in Syria, 
Mesopotamia, and Palestine formerly subject to the Turks were 
not made independent. They were only transferred from Turkish 
rule to French and English rule. In defense of the Peace Confer- 
ence some writers say that these people were incapable of self- 
government ; others say that they are far better off under French 
and British rule than under Turkish rule ; still others say that in 
any case their rights are sufficiently safeguarded by the adoption of 
the mandate system (see p. 737). In spite of all this it must be 
admitted that in dealing with Asiatic peoples the Peace Conference 
paid very little attention to the principle of self-determination. 

Consider, second, the treatment accorded European peoples. 
It is true, as we have seen, that in arranging the boundaries of cen- 
tral and eastern Europe there were many violations of the principle 
of self-determination. Many Germans were left subject to Czecho- 
slovakia, Poland, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and Italy — altogether 
perhaps five or six million. Many Magyars were left subject to 
Czechoslovakia, Rumania, and Yugoslavia — altogether perhaps 
two million. And in all the countries of central and western 
Europe there were still, as before the war, millions of Jews subject 
to alien rule. 

These are notable exceptions to the principle of national inde- 
pendence. But if we compare the political map of Europe in 1914 
with that of 1920, it is clear that the war and the peace resulted 
in a great triumph for President Wilson ^s principle of self-determi- 
nation. In 1914 the number of Slavs and Italians subject to the 
alien rule of Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Russia was about 
50,000,000. The war and the peace liberated these peoples and 
permitted them to establish governments of their own choosing. 
For the first time in history the political boundaries of central and 
eastern Europe corresponded in some fashion, even if only roughly, 
to national boundaries. So far as Europe is concerned, it may 
therefore be said that the peace treaties conformed to the principle 
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of self-determination of nations to a far greater extent than they 
violated it. 

Whether the creation of so many new states in central and east- 
ern Europe was a wise measure was another question, which only 
the future could answer. Certainly national hatreds still existed 
in the liberated nations — between the Poles and the Germans, the 
Magyars and the Rumanians, the Yugoslavs and the Italians. 
The “minority groups’" within the new states, although guaranteed 
by the treaties equal rights in respect to citizenship, language, edu- 
cation, and religion, claimed to be often oppressed, and were in 
any case discontented. The little land-locked state of Hungary, 
for example, was indeed an independent national state ; but, sur- 
rounded by hostile and more powerful neighbors, national inde- 
pendence did not mean much. 

Before 1914 the Balkan Peninsula, divided among small warring 
states, was recognized as a “danger zone” always threatening the 
peace of Europe, The chief service of the Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy was that it kept this region in at least some kind of order ; 
and perhaps the worst that can be said of the peace settlement is 
that by destroying the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy it “Balkan- 
ized” the whole of eastern Europe, and thereby greatly increased 
the danger of perpetual war. This danger was clearly recognized 
by the Greek statesman Venizelos. “Without the League of 
Nations,” he said, “southeastern Europe would face the future 
with despair in its heart.” 

This brings us to the second of President Wilson’s two leading 
ideas. He regarded the League of Nations as the foundation of his 
entire peace program; and he might have said: “Without the 
League of Nations the Peace Conference is a failure, and the future 
of the world is without hope.” 

The League of Nations : How the Covenant was drafted, modi- 
fied, and adopted. The idea of a league of states to prevent war is 
an old one. We have already learned something about the projects 
for such a league that were published in the seventeenth and eight- 
eenth centuries (see pp. 204-207). We have seen that over and 
over again the peace societies of the nineteenth century urged 
the formation of such a league (see p. 341). The formation of the 
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Hague Tribunal (see p. 627) may be regarded as the first step in the 
practical realization of this old idea; and in the years immediately 
preceding the Great War certain prominent men in the United 
States, including ex-President Taft, were urging that the time had 
come to form a league to enforce peace.’’ During the first years 
of the war the advocates of peace were silenced ; but in 1917, when 
the war reached a deadlock, peace proposals were again brought 
forward. It was at this time that President Wilson thrust the idea 
into practical politics by making it the foundation of his peace pro- 
gram. The last of his famous Fourteen Points reads : A genera! 
association of nations must be formed under specific covenants for 
the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political independence 
and territorial integrity to great and small states alike.” 

When the Peace Conference met, it was therefore taken for 
granted that the formation of a League of Nations would be one of 
the chief tasks. President Wilson was more interested in the for- 
mation of the League than in any other question that came before 
the conference. General Smuts and Lord Robert Cecil of the British 
delegation were equally interested. Before they arrived at Paris 
the British and the American delegations had each prepared a 
draft of a constitution (or Covenant,” as President Wilson pre- 
ferred to call it) for the League. Finding these drafts similar in 
essentials they combined them into one, which was accepted by 
President Wilson and by him laid before the conference for discus- 
sion. There was virtually no opposition to the League, but there 
was difference of opinion as to some of its provisions. The princi- 
pal points in controversy were the following. 

I. Whether the League should employ ntilitary force to execute its 
decisions. The French delegation was not, as is sometimes said, 
opposed to the League ; but Clemenceau hoped to make it a means 
of protecting France against future German aggression. His idea 
was that the League should consist of the Allied states, together 
with such neutral states as might wish to join, and that military 
force should be employed to back up the decisions of the League. 
This would have been no more than a device for perpetuating the 
political and military ascendancy of -the Allied states. The pro- 
posal received little support and was rejected. Thus it was decided 
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that the League was not to be a “ super-state,” with an army and 
navy to enforce its decisions. 

2. Whether the League should declare in favor of religious and racial 
equality. President Wilson wished to introduce a clause declaring 
that all religions should be treated alike. But if all religions were 
to be treated alike, why not all races? The Japanese were quick 
to see the importance of this. They were displeased with the laws 
which prohibited the immigration of Japanese into the United 
States and into Australia. Therefore they proposed that the 
Covenant should include a clause declaring that all races should 
be treated equally by the states that were members of the League. 
President Wilson and Lloyd George, because of strong national 
opposition in the United States and Australia, could not support 
this proposal. It was therefore rejected, and President Wilson 
dropped his scheme for proclaiming religious equality. Thus it was 
decided that the League of Nations would not declare that all 
nations and all religions had a- right to equal treatment. 

3, Whether the League should recognize the Monroe Doctrine. 
The chief object of the League was to prevent war. If a wai 
threatened between two South American states, the League would 
presumably take a hand in the dispute in order to prevent the war. 
But President Wilson knew that the people of the United States 
would seriously object to that. In 1823 President Monroe had 
declared that the United States would object to any intervention 
by the European powers in the political affairs of the Western 
Hemisphere; and ever since 1823 the United States had jealously 
maintained this so-called Monroe Doctrine. President Wilson 
therefore insisted that the League should recognize the Monroe 
Doctrine. France objected to this, but in the end President V/ilson 
had his way. Thus it was decided that the League would not act 
in the Western Hemisphere contrary to the Monroe Doctrine. 

With some slight modifications, therefore, the Covenant of 
the League as presented by President Wilson was adopted. It 
was incorporated in the treaty with Germany — the Treaty of 
Versailles. 

The League of Nations: How the League was organized, and 
what it can do to prevent war. The first members of the League 
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were : (i) all of the states that entered into the treaty with Ger- 
many (President Wilson signed the treaty, but the Senate refused 
to ratify it, so the United States is not a member of the League) ; 
(2) most of the neutral states that wished to join. This made in 
all forty- two states. Besides, separate representation was given to 
five countries within the British Empire — Canada, Australia, 
New Zealand, South Africa, and India. The former “ enemy 
states (Germany, Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Turkey), and 
Russia and Mexico, whose governments the Allied states refused 
to recognize, were excluded. States were admitted by a two- 
thirds vote of the member states; any state could withdraw by 
giving two years’ notice. Since 1919 Germany, Austria, Hungary, 
Russia, and Turkey have been admitted ; Brazil, Costa Rica, Japan, 
Germany, and some other states have withdrawn. 

The League was established at Geneva, Switzerland, and sup- 
ported by a budget to which the members contributed roughly in 
proportion to their capacity. It acted through the following four 
bodies : 

1. The Secretariat — a permanent body of officials conducting 
the necessary correspondence. 

2. The Council j which was composed of: (i) one member each 
from France, Great Britain, "Italy, Japan, and (after her admis- 
sion to the League) Germany ; and (2) one member each from nine 
of the smaller states (not always the same nine). The Council was 
the directing or executive body of the League. 

3. The Assembly, composed of not more than three representa- 
tives from each member of the League. As each state had but one 
vote, the smallest state had as much weight in voting as the largest. 
The Assembly admitted new members, and designated the nine 
small states that were to be represented on the Council. Otherwise 
it did little except discuss ‘‘international conditions whose continu- 
ance might endanger the peace of the world.” 

4. The International Court of Justice, provided for by the 
Covenant, but operating under a separate agreement, was not 
established until 1921. It was a judicial body for settling disputes 
between states in which legal rights, as distinguished from political 

were involved. 
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The primary object of the League was to prevent war. What 
could the League do to realize that object ? Strictly speaking, the 
League could not prevent war. It was not a super-state with 
armies and navies to execute its decisions. It was rather an 
national agency of the member states. In joining the League the 
member states merely authorized the League to do certain things, 
and then they pledged themselves to follow certain recommenda- 
tions which it made. What were the things which the League was 
authorized to do, and what were the recommendations which the 
member states were pledged to follow? They had to do chiefly 
with (i) reduction of armaments, (2) mediation, (3) arbitration, 
and (4) international boycott. 

1. Reduction of armaments. One of President Wilson^s Four- 
teen Points called for a reduction of armies and navies. The Peace 
Conference referred this matter to the League ; Article VIII of 
the Covenant authorizes the Council of the League to formulate 
plans for a general reduction of armaments. This was ail the 
League could do. It had no power whatever to compel the member 
states to reduce their armies or navies, nor were they in any way 
pledged to follow its recommendation in respect to such reduction. 

2. Mediation. It had long been recognized by international law 
that when war threatened between two states, any other state might 
offer its ‘^good offices,’’ and if this offer was accepted it would try 
to mediate” the dispute. No state was likely to offer its good 
offices until it was quite sure that the two quarreling states desired 
it to do so. The trouble in the past had been that what is every- 
body’s business is nobody’s business. The advantage of the 
League was that it made it somebody’s business to step in. Article 
XI provided : (r) that any member state might call the attention of 
either the Council or the Assembly to any circumstance whatever 
which threatens to disturb international peace”.; and (2) that 
whenever there is danger of war the Council shall take any action 
that may be deemed wise” to prevent it. 

3. Arbitration. In the past, states have often settled their 
disputes by referring them to a board of arbitration; but even 
when this was done, neither state was required to accept the deci- 
sion of the arbiters. The advantage of the League was that all of 
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the member states were pledged, by Article XII, to submit disputes 
which they were unable to settle, either to arbitration or to the 
Council of the League. In the latter case, if the Council made a 
unanimous decision which was accepted by one of the states, the 
other state was pledged to accept it also. And in no case could a 
state, without violating its pledge, begin war until three months 
after the board of arbitration or the Council had rendered its decision. 

4. International boycott. The League could not itself employ 
force ; but could recommend it. If any member state went to war 
in violation of any of the provisions of the League Covenant, the 
other member states were expected to boycott that state — that is, 
to discontinue all commercial and financial relations with it. In 
extreme cases the Council might recommend that the member states 
employ their armies and navies to compel the offending state to 
keep the peace. 

Thus the League of Nations did not abolish war. It did not 
even outlaw war. But it created a presumption against it. It was a 
solemn international agreement by most of the nations of the world 
that henceforth they would settle their disputes peaceably ; and it 
established regular methods of procedure for doing so. 

Such in brief was the work of the Peace Conference. Many 
people objected to the settlement because it was too lenient with 
the defeated powers ; many denounced it because it was too severe ; 
many defended it on the ground that, considering all the circum- 
stances, it was the best settlement that could be made at the time. 
Perhaps we cannot do better than to recall a famous saying of 
Benjamin Franklin : There never was a good war or a bad peace.’’ 

Of all the treaties drafted by the Peace Conference, the most 
important was the Treaty of Versailles with Germany. Germany 
was commonly regarded by the Allies as having been guilty of 
plotting the war. It was the military strength of Germany that 
made victory for the Allies doubtful for four years. It was Ger- 
many that the Allies still feared. The completion of the Ger- 
man treaty was therefore regarded as bringing the war to a final 
conclusion. 

The Germans had no part in framing the treaty. When it was 
completed a German delegation, headed by Count Brockdorff- 
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Rantzau, was admitted to the conference and informed of its terms. 
The Germans prepared a long protest and pleaded for a revision of 
the settlement. They denied (what the treaty virtually asserted) 
that Germany was solely responsible for the war. They objected 
to the provisions of the treaty on the ground that they were a 
flagrant violation of the Fourteen Points which the Allies had 
accepted as the basis of peace. The Peace Conference refused to 
modify the treaty; but, although Brockdorff-Rantzau, speaking 
for the German delegation, refused to sign it, the German govern- 
ment was helpless. The Allies still maintained the blockade, and- 
their troops guarded the Rhine. Accordingly, on June 23 the 
German national assembly voted to accept under protest the dras- 
tic terms laid down. 

The signing of the treaty, carefully staged, was the most dra- 
matic occasion of the Peace Conference. The treaty was not signed 
at Paris, where the conference held its sessions. To point the 
moral of the tale and to heighten the effect of victory, the place 
appointed for signing the treaty was the famous Hall of Mirrors in 
the chateau at Versailles, where the victorious Germans, after the 
Franco-Prussian War in 1871, had proclaimed the German Empire. 
In this historic room, on June 28, 1919 — exactly five years after 
the assassination of the Archduke Francis Ferdinand — the 
Germans affixed their signatures to the treaty that had been 
imposed upon them by superior force. 

QUESTIONS 

1. What were the terms of the Armistice of 1918? What part of the 
Fourteen Points did the armistice accept as the basis of peace ? Why did 
the popularity and influence of President Wilson decline after the armis- 
tice? 

2. Who were some of the principal leaders at the Peace Conference? 
How was the conference organized? What powers were chiefly re- 
sponsible for the peace settlement? Why was it not possible to make 
peace strictly in accordance with the Fourteen Points? What part of 
the peace program was President Wilson most interested in? Which 
of the Fourteen Points were ignored at the Peace Conference? What 
concessions did President Wilson make in respect to open diplomacy? 
in respect to disarmament? in respect to the self-determination of 
nations? 
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3. Why did the question of the “left bank” create a crisis in the 
Peace Conference? What arrangements were made with respect to 
the left bank? Why was Italy given the Trentino and Trieste? What 
was the dispute over Fiume, and how was it finally settled ? What were 
the chief difficulties in arranging the boundaries of Poland? What new 
states were created out of the old Austro-Hungarian Monarchy ? What 
old states obtained some of former Austro-Hungarian territory? Why 
were many Germans included in Czechoslovakia? Why were many 
Magyars included in Rumania? Why were the Austrian Germans not 
permitted to unite wdth the new German Republic? What new states 
were created out of the former Russian Empire? 

4. What disposition was made of the territory of the former Ottoman 
Empire? Wffiat became of the German colonies? What were the 
“mandates”? How old is the idea of a league of European states? 
Name a project for such a league published in the seventeenth century ; 
in the eighteenth century. How was the draft of the League prepared ? 
What dif erences over the League arose in the Peace Conference ? How 
was the League organized? Could it prevent war? 

5. In what respects did President Wilson fail to get the kind of peace 
he wanted? In what respects did he succeed? What did President 
Wilson mean by saying, “It must be a peace without victory”? Was 
the peace of 1919 a peace without victory? Was it a peace between 
equals? If you were asked to justify the peace settlement, what could 
you say in its favor? If you were asked to condemn it, what could you 
say against it ? 


SELECTED READINGS 

Brief accounts. Hayes and Moon, Modern Europe^ ch. xxxvii. Robin- 
son and Beard, Development of Modern Europe (revised ed.), 11, ch. xii. 
Hayes, Modern Europe, II, xxxiii. Schapiro, Modern History (revised ed.), 
ch. xxxvi. M odern W orld History , ch.. xxxvii. P.Slosson, Twentieth 

Century History, chs. xv-xvi. F. L. Benns, Europe since 1914, chs. vii-viii. 
G. P. Gooch, Modern Europe, ch. xix. R. Muir, Political Consequences of 
the Great War (Home University Library). A. L. Bowley, Some Economic 
Consequences of the Great War (Home University Library). 

Longer accounts. R. S. Baker, Woodrow Wilson and World Settlement, 
3 vols. (A defense of President Wilson by one of his great admirers.) 
J. M. Keynes, Economic Consequences of the Peace. (An able criticism of 
the peace settlement.) A. Tardieu, The Truth About the Peace. (An 
account by a Frenchman from a French point of view.) C. H. Haskins and 
R. M. Lord, Some Problems of the Peace Conference. E. M. House and 
C. Seymour, What Really Happened at Paris. C. T. Thompson, The Peace 
Conference Day by Day. The text of the League and many other sources 
are in Baker’s Woodrow Wilson, Vol. Ill, and Scott and Baltzly, Readings 
in European History, ch. xiv, sec. 5. 




© International News 


Chamberlain Returns from Peace” Conversations 

Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain greeting reporters as he steps from his plane 
at Heston Aerodrome, September i6, 1938, after his conference with Hitler 
regarding the Czechoslovak question. 

C HAPTER XXIIL AN ATTEMPT TO SET THE WORLD RIGHT 
SIDE UP AND WHY IT FAILED 

Hope, often disappointed but ahvays renewed^ must he the anchor by which . . . 
democracy and its fortunes will have to ride out this latest storm. Lord Bryce 

Some remarks about the age in which we live. After the French 
Revolution Talleyrand said: “No one who has not lived before 
1789 knows how pleasant life can be.’’ After World War I many 
people looked back to the good old days before 1914 when, as they 
liked to think, life was much pleasanter. Perhaps they were right 
— or it may be only that they were growing old. But certainly 
the world after the war, whether better or worse, was in many ways 
different from the world before the war. 

Yet in what essential way different? Perhaps the chief differ- 
ence was that the world seemed less secure. Before 1914 most 
people felt that conditions of life were better than they had been, 
and would be still better in time to come. Although World War I 
banished this feeling of security for some years, after 1925 condi- 
tions improved, and the world seemed to be returning to what 
President Harding called a state of “normalcy.” Then, in 1929, 
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there came the Great Depression — the most disastrous eco- 
nomic collapse known in modern times. The result was a period 
of economic distress, political revolution, and increasing inter- 
national rivalries that finally led to a second world war. The 
world of today is in turmoil, and no one knows what the world 
of tomorrow will be like. 

In this chapter we shall study the twenty-one years that fol- 
lowed after the close of World War I. It will be convenient to 
divide it into four parts : (i) The extension of democratic govern- 
ment, 1919-1929 ; (2) New experiments in government, 1919-1929 ; 
(3) International relations; (4) The economic depression and the 
trend towards war, 1929-1939. 

I. The Extension of Democratic Government, 1919-1929 

How women in many countries obtained the right to vote. In 
the nineteenth century, governments were thought to be demo- 
cratic which granted the suffrage to all men of a certain age. Nev- 
ertheless, there were always some people who demanded the same 
rights for women as for men. Among the early advocates of 
women’s suffrage was the Frenchman, Condorcet, one of the 
Girondist leaders in the Revolution. Another was the English- 
woman, Mary Wollstonecraft, who published an eloquent plea 
entitled Vindication of the Rights of Woman (1792). 

In 1869 John Stuart Mill published a powerful defense of equal 
rights for women entitled Subjection of Women. From about that 
time the woman suffrage movement gathered force, and even before 
the war, full or limited rights of voting were extended to women 
in certain American states (Wyoming was the first, 1869), and in 
Finland (1906) and Norway (1907). During or since World 
War I, full or partial rights of voting were granted to women in 
England (1928), the United States (1920), Holland, Denmark, 
Sweden, Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Russia. 

Progress of democracy in the British Empire. During the war 
British statesmen claimed to be fighting in defense of small 
nations” and for “self-determination of nations.” Critics were 
inclined to say: “That is all very well, but how about Ireland? 
How about Egypt? How about India? Why should these 
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On the Road to Killarney 

Thatched cottages are frequently seen in rural sections of the Irish Free State. 

nations not be ^self-determined^?’’ Since the war Great Britain 
has made certain concessions to these nations. 

As we have seen (p. 490), Gladstone twice tried in vain to give 
Ireland home rule. Nothing further was attempted until 1912, 
when the Liberal ministry of Asquith introduced a new Home Rule 
bill, which was finally passed in 1914. Because of strenuous 
opposition to the measure by the Protestants of Ulster (North 
Ireland) the act was suspended during the war. Meantime there 
arose in southern Ireland the Sinn Fein movement. The words 
Sinn Fein mean ^%e ourselves.” In 1916 the Sinn Feiners started 
a rebellion at Dublin and proclaimed an independent ^Hrish Re- 
public.” The rebellion was ruthlessly repressed, and during the 
last years of the war Ireland was governed by martial law. 

In the election of 1918 most of the Irish members chosen were 
Sinn Feiners, and instead of taking their seats in the House of Com- 
mons in London they organized a parliament of their own in Dub- 
lin, elected Eamon de Valera president, and defied the British 
government. For three years there was a futile struggle between 
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the British and North Irish on the one hand and the Sinn Feiners 
on the other. Finally, in 1921, a settlement was arranged. South 
Ireland (Catholic) was permitted to have a parliament of its own, 
with much the same privileges of self-government as those that 
Canada and other self-governing dominions enjoy. North Ireland 
(Protestant) was either to join the “Irish Free State’’ or to retain 
the connection with Great Britain which had formerly existed. It 
voted not to join the Irish Free State. 

The British government has also made certain concessions to the 
Eg3^tian demand for national independence and self-government. 
Before the war the status of Egypt was peculiar. Technically a 
part of the Ottoman Empire, it had in fact been governed by Great 
Britain since the military intervention of 1882 (see p. 607). The 
British government had often promised to withdraw from Egypt, 
but never did so ; and during the war it formally declared the coun- 
try to be a British “protectorate.” The Eg3^tians protested, and 
at the Peace Conference tried in vain to obtain a hearing. But 
in 1922 Great Britain renounced its protectorate, and the Egyp- 
tians adopted a constitutional monarchy in the following year, 
with Sultan Fuad as king. Nevertheless, a British High Com- 
missioner remained to watch over British interests, and British 
troops were still stationed in several cities and in the Canal Zone. 
Continuous conflict finally led to the treaty of 1936, in which 
the British government agreed to withdraw the High Commis- 
sioner and to retain troops in the Canal Zone only. 

In India, as well as in Ireland and Egypt, the war greatly stimu- 
lated nationalist sentiment. India remained loyal to Great Britain 
during the war, incurring in support of it a debt of $700,000,000; 
and educated Indians felt that in return they were entitled to self- 
government. In 1919 the British government made certain con- 
cessions by passing the Government of India Act. This act estab- 
lished local governments in the provinces and also a national legis- 
lature composed of two chambers in which the people of India are 
represented. Although these measures gave the Indians a share 
in their own government, control still remained in the hands of the 
British. Many of the people were not satisfied with these limited 
concessions, and the agitation for independence continued. 
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The chief leader of the Indian nationalist movement was M. K. 
Gandhi, one of the most striking personalities of the time. His 
followers call him Mahatma (^Hhe saintly man'O* Gandhi was 
educated in England, practiced law in Bombay, and then went 
to South Africa. In 1914 he returned to India to promote the 
cause of Indian independence. He preached a doctrine of “civil 
disobedience’’ and non-resistance. He said in effect: “You will 
never get rid of the English by argument or forcible resistance. 
But you can succeed by refusing to associate with them. Take 
no part in elections. Accept no offices. Make no use of British 
courts. The British cannot long govern a nation that ignores their 
presence.” 

Gandhi’s attempt was a failure, partly because few people were 
willing to follow his advice. But discontent with British rule was 
so great that in 1930 an Anglo-Indian Conference was held in 
London to discuss the whole problem of British-Indian relations. 
The result, after five years, was the Government of India Act 
(3:935) which established a constitution for India. The constitu- 
tion provides for : (i) A Governor General appointed by the British 
government and holding office for five years ; (2) a legislative body 
consisting of a council of 60 members, and a lower chamber of 
145 members, 105 of whom are chosen by the Indian people. 

This constitution is another step in the direction of giving India 
the same kind of self-government enjoyed by Canada and Aus- 
tralia. But British control is still considerable. The problem of 
government in India is in any case far greater than in Canada 
and Australia, because the people of India are themselves sharply 
divided by political rivalries, religious hatreds, and deep-seated 
class conflicts. ^ 

The granting of liberal concessions to subject states was accom- 
panied and partly caused by the growth of liberal and socialistic 
sentiment in England itself. After 1919 the most notable fact 
in British politics was the increasing strength of the Labor party. 
England was hard hit by the war. A few people had made for- 
tunes, but the mass of the people found it hard to make both ends 
meet. Prices were extremely high, industry languished for want 
of markets abroad, and great numbers of men, including soldiers 
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returned from the trenches, were without jobs. In 1926 there was 
a most serious general strike, involving 2,000,000 workers, which 
temporarily paralyzed the economic life of the country and seemed 
to bring England to the verge of social revolution. 

In this era of distress the Labor party appealed to the mass of 
the people, who found life hard. It proposed to serve the inter- 
ests of those who '‘live by working against those who "live by 
owning.” In general it aimed "to secure for the producers by 
hand or brain the full fruits of their industry and the most equitable 
distribution [of wealth] that may be possible.” In particular it 
declared in favor of national ownership of mines, land, railways, 
and electric power ; and it accepted the principle that every man 
has "the right to work or to maintenance.” Such a program was 
popular, and in the election of 1923 the Labor party became the 
second strongest party in Parliament. A Labor ministry, under 
Ramsay MacDonald, was nevertheless overthrown within the year, 
and a Conservative ministry was formed by Stanley Baldwin. The 
Conservatives extended the system of old-age pensions and of un- 
employment insurance, but conditions were not much improved, 
and the foreign policy of the government was unpopular. 

As a result the Labor party was again returned to power in 1929, 
and Mr. MacDonald formed his second ministry. Unfortunately 
for the Labor party, it came into power just when England, like 
other countries, began to feel the effects of the world-wide economic 
depression. 

In 1931 the Conservatives were once more victorious. Although 
Mr. MacDonald was prime minister for a few years more, the 
government was really directed by the Conservative leader, Mr. 
Stanley Baldwin, and after his retirement by Mr. Neville Chamber- 
lain. The abandonment of the gold standard in 1931, the abdi- 
cation of King Edward. VIII, the Italian conquest of Ethiopia 
(p. 810), and the aggressive measures of Germany (p. 816), led to 
the decline of the Labor party, for in times of crisis the English 
are inclined to turn to conservative leaders. 

Nevertheless, England has been moving slowly, under pressure, 
towards socialistic measures. It has gone much farther than the 
United States, for example, in adopting measures for old age pen- 
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sions, unemployment insurance, and the nationalization of certain 
industries, such as coal mines, electric power, and broadcasting. 
The English are, however, attached to their democratic form of 
government, and neither the Communist nor the Fascist move- 
ments have made much headway. 

Democracy in France and the so-called “ minor countries. 
After 1919 France was no less, but no more, democratic than 
before. Her chief difficulties during the first ten years grew out 
of the failure of the Germans to pay reparations, which led to the 
occupation of the Ruhr in 1923 (p. 773), and the fall in value of 
the franc, which after much difficulty was stabilized at about one 
fifth of its pre-war value. The same parties existed after as before 
the war, representing much the same classes and advocating much 
the same policies. Although extremists on the Right agitated 
for restoration of the monarchy, Communists on the Left gained 
strength. But on the whole the government continued to be 
controlled, as before the war, by shifting combinations of moderate 
center groups. In spite of bitter conflict, and even riots and up- 
heavals, the French remained attached to the democratic form 
of government, and to the traditional principles of the great revo- 
lution — Liberty, Equality, Fraternity. 

Likewise in Switzerland, the oldest democracy in Europe, in 
Holland, the next oldest, in Belgium, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, 
and Finland, democratic government was maintained without 
difficulty. In Belgium alone did the Fascist movement become 
serious. In none of the countries did Communism gain great 
headway, but in several of them the government has gone rather 
far in the socialistic regulation of business and industry. Too 
small to support great armies or play the imperialist game in 
/‘backward’^ countries, these countries, with the exception of 
Belgium, managed to stay out of the Great War. It may be for 
these reasons that few countries, so long as their neutrality was 
respected, were more civilized or better governed. 

Democratic government in the new states of eastern Europe. 
Before the war, central and eastern Europe and the Near East 
were largely controlled by four great powers — the German Em- 
pire, the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, the Russian Empire, and 
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the Ottoman Empire, One of the chief results of the war was that 
the German Hohenzollern dynasty and the Russian tsars lost their 
power, while the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy and the Ottoman 
Empire disappeared. In place of these four imperial powers many 
new states, mostly republics, were established. 

During the hundred years before the war the European powers 
had taken over one province after another of the extensive Otto- 
man Empire. The war completed this process. Having lost 
their former subject provinces, the Turks established in Asia Minor 
the Turkish Republic. The capital of the new republic was trans- 
ferred from Constantinople (Istanbul) to Ankara. The new gov- 
ernment consists of a national assembly elected by all adult men of 
Turkish nationality, and a president elected by the assembly. 
Equality of political and religious rights was established, although 
Greeks and Armenians were expelled on the ground of alien na- 
tionality. 

Besides adopting a democratic government, the Turks deter- 
mined to become modern’’ by introducing western European 
customs. Men were ordered to wear the European hat instead of 
the Turkish fez, and women were encouraged to appear unveiled. 
Efforts were made to substitute the Roman alphabet for the Arabic. 
Polygamy was virtually abolished. 

As a small republic Turkey is more independent than formerly, 
since the special privileges of European powers, called “capitu- 
lations,” have been abolished. On the whole the Turks feel that 
they are better off without imperial possessions. These changes 
were largely brought about under the leadership of Kemal Pasha, 
who exercised the powers of a dictator under the form of a republic. 
In November, 1938, on the death of Kemal Pasha, the national 
assembly elected as his successor Ismet Inonu, formerly the premier. 

In the territory formerly controlled by Russia, Germany, and 
Austria-Hungary, many new states were established after the 
war — Yugoslavia, Austria, Hungary, the enlarged Rumania, 
Czechoslovakia, Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, and Finland. 
Yugoslavia and Rumania are kingdoms. Hungary would have 
re-established the Habsburg dynasty if the powers at the Peace 
Conference had not intervened. All the other states were republics, 
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with an executive elected either by the pet)ple or by the legislative 
assemblies. In all of the new states inequality of rights was done 
away with. In all of them a democratic suffrage was established. 
In all of them the ministers who exercise executive power are re- 
sponsible to the legislatures, after the English and French system. 

The chief difficulty in most, if not all, of the new states arises 
out of racial and religious differences. In Czechoslovakia there 
were difficulties between Germans, Czechs, and Slovaks. In 
Yugoslavia there were even sharper difficulties between Serbs, 
Croats, and Slovenes. In all of the new states there is the Jewish 
problem. In Poland, Yugoslavia, Austria, and Hungary these 
difficulties, increased by the economic depression since 1929, led 
to the establishment of virtual dictatorships. In 1938 and 1939 
Austria and certain parts of Czechoslovakia were annexed to 
Germany, and Poland was conquered (pp. 820-825). 

The German Republic : the Constitution of 1919. The German 
revolution of 1918 was partly the result of growing discontent 
with the old imperial government, but chiefly the result of failure to 
win the war. Realizing that four years of sacrifice had been in 
vain, the German people within a few days swept away the im- 
perial system that Bismarck had labored for twenty years to 
consolidate. 

The revolution created a widespread fear in Europe that Ger- 
many might follow the lead of Russia and “go Bolshevik.’’ The 
German Communists, led by Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxem- 
burg, had taken a very active part in the revolution, hoping to 
gain control of the government and inaugurate in Germany the 
Russian soviet system. But their hopes were disappointed. The 
first ministry formed after the revolution was controlled by the 
Socialists, with Friedrich Ebert as chancellor; and the first im- 
portant act of the Ebert government was to call for the election, 
by all adult men and women, of a national assembly to draft a new 
constitution. Foreseeing that the national assembly would not 
adopt a soviet regime, the Communists tried (January 5, 1919) 
to overthrow the Ebert government by force as the first step in 
a German Bolshevik revolution. The revolt was ruthlessly sup- 
pressed by the Socialist government. Liebknecht and Rosa Lux- 
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emburg were arrested. The latter, attacked on the way to prison, 
was killed ; the former was shot by the soldiers. 

The national assembly met at Weimar, February 6, 1919. What 
form of government did the various parties favor? The National- 
ists, representing the old landowning aristocracy and big business 
interests, desired to establish a monarchical form of government. 
All the others felt that the time had come to establish a republic. 
The vital question was, what kind of republic — conservative 
middle-class republic, democratic republic, or socialistic republic? 
The three parties of the Left (Democrats, Majority Socialists, and 
Independent Socialists) preferred the latter type — that is, they 
wanted a constitution which would make a special point of safe- 
guarding the interests of the mass of the poor against the rich. 
The three parties of the Right were on the whole opposed to social- 
istic experiments — they wanted a constitution that would safe- 
guard property against the danger of communism and bolshevism. 
Since the parties of the Right had only 151 votes, while the parties 
of the Left had 270, we might suppose that the latter would have 
everything their own way and establish a radical socialistic republic. 

But in fact the Socialists did not get all that they wanted. The 
action of the Weimar assembly depended less upon the differences 
which divided the various parties than on the mutual fears which 
bound them together. The parties of the Left feared above every- 
thing restoration of the Hohenzollern monarchy, and in order 
to prevent that they made concessions to the parties, of the Right. 

, The parties of the Right feared above everything communism 
and bolshevism, and in order to avoid those evils they made con- 
cessions to the parties of the Left. The result was a compromise. 
The new German constitution, while more democratic than the 
parties of the Right desired, was less socialistic than the parties 
of the Left would have preferred. 

The federal government consisted of a president and two legis- 
lative chambers — the national assembly (Reichstag) and the 
national council (Reichsrat). The assembly was elected by all men 
and women over twenty years of age. The council was composed 
of members appointed by the state governments. The president 
was elected directly by the people, for seven years. His position 
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Germany Signs a Peace Pact 


© Ewing Galloway 


Prime Minister Stresemann, of Germany, signs the Kellogg Peace Pact to outlaw 
war, in August, 1928 (p. 797). 


was like that of the President of France or the King of England. 
He represented the dignity and majesty of the nation, but had little 
real power. The real control of affairs was in the assembly. It 
made the laws. The council might object to any measure, but by 
two- thirds vote the assembly could override the objection. The 
executive power was exercised by the chancellor and his cabinet of 
ministers, but the chancellor, although appointed by the president, 
was responsible to the assembly. 

The most novel features of the German constitution were those 
which dealt with economic life. It authorized the government to 
nationalize land and industry when the common interest seemed to 
demand it, and it imposed on the government the duty of provid- 
ing either work or maintenance for all citizens. The constitution 
did not establish a socialistic regime, but it made it easy for the 
people to establish such a regime if they so desired. 

The German Republic, 1919-1933 : How it managed to live in 
spite of enemies and hard times. The new German Republic 
was confronted with difficulties that seemed insuperable. The 
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country had been exhausted by the war, and when the blockade 
was lifted the people were undernourished or starving. Industries 
were disorganized, the merchant marine had been destroyed, and 
international commerce swept from the seas. Demobilized sol- 
diers were looking for jobs that did not exist. While the old Hohen- 
zollern government was held responsible for the disastrous defeat, 
the new republican government was held responsible for the almost 
equally disastrous peace. The German people expected to be 
paid back the money they had loaned the government in support 
of the war, and the Allies expected to be paid the huge indemnities 
imposed on Germany by the Treaty of Versailles. What could the 
untried government do to revive industry and commerce, restore 
prosperity to an impoverished people, and find the enormous sums 
necessary to pay its domestic and foreign debts? 

It could in fact do but little, and for some years the situation 
became worse rather than better. One of the most difficult prob- 
lems was presented by the decline in value of the mark. Before 
the war the German mark was worth twenty-five cents in American 
money. During the war the government issued great amounts of 
paper money, and after the war it continued to do so. The result 
was that the value of the mark declined. In January, 1923, an 
American dollar would buy, not merely four German marks, but 
50,000 marks. It was in this very month of January that the 
French armies occupied the Ruhr district, on the ground that the 
German government had failed to make the required indemnity 
payments (see p. 791). This event, having all the appearance 
of a renewal of the war, created a situation of which no one could 
foresee the end. The immediate result was that the mark began a 
^Hoboggan slide.’’ In November, 1923, the mark was quoted in 
Berlin at 2,520,000,000 to the dollar. At this rate a postage 
stamp was worth 50,000,000 marks. The mark had reached the 
bottom ; it was worthless. 

When the mark began to decline rapidly, people ceased to save 
money. Everyone spent his money on the day he got it, since it 
would almost certainly buy less the next day, and still less the next 
week. People who had contracted debts long since, when the 
mark was at a high value, hastened to pay them off now that the 
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The Reichstag Meets 

This meeting of the Reichstag was called to draft the repeal of the Young Plan 
for the payment of reparations. The fire in this building on the eve of the 
elections in 1933 — allegedly set by the Communists but probably set by the . 
National Socialists themselves — played a vital part in Hitler’s rise to power. 

mark was of little or no value. The result was that thousands of 
people whose property was invested in securities or whose income 
depended on fixed rents, dividends, or salaries were utterly im- 
poverished. Innumerable ^Veil high born’’ counts, and former 
officials and professors and lawyers and doctors, taking any job 
they could get, were to be seen carrying away garbage, running 
street cars, or, with napkin over arm, serving as waiters in cheap 
restaurants. The collapse of the mark had ^^economically guillo- 
tined” an entire class and introduced intolerable confusion into 
the economic life of the country. 

The new republic, unable either to avoid economic chaos or to 
defend the country against the aggressions of France, became 
somewhat unpopular. Many people looked back to the “good 
old days” before the war, and in these years of depression several 
futile attempts were made to restore the old monarchy or to bring 
about a Communist revolution. 

In March, 1920, General Luttwitz, with 8000 undemobilized 
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soldiers, occupied Berlin and proclaimed as chancellor a former 
Prussian official by the name of Von Kapp. President Ebert and 
his cabinet, hastily decamping to Stuttgart, called upon the workers 
to “throttle this military dictatorship’’ by ceasing to work. The 
workers called a general strike, water and electricity were cut off 
in Berlin, the trains and street cars ceased to run, and the Liittwitz- 
Kapp monarchist Putsch quickly collapsed. Encouraged by the 
weakness of the government and the success of the general strike, 
Communists staged little revolutions in various parts of Germany, 
especially in the Ruhr district, where a “Red army” of 70,000 
was collected. But the Red army was dispersed, and the Com- 
munist uprisings were ruthlessly suppressed. 

During the next two years (1921-1922) the monarchists con- 
tinued their intrigues, and in 1923 a second Putsch was hatched 
in Bavaria. General Ludendorff, supported by Adolf Hitler and 
other Bavarian monarchists, planned to march on Berlin and estab- 
lish a Ludendorff dictatorship. But the leaders quarreled, and 
the so-called Ludendorff-Hitler Putsch, which the people ridiculed 
by calling it the “beer-cellar rebellion,” came to nothing. In the 
same year certain Germans in the Ruhr district, with the con- 
nivance of the French authorities there, attempted to establish 
an independent “Rhineland Republic.” The Rhineland Republic 
was proclaimed at Aachen and Koblenz in October, 1923, and 
formally recognized by the French government. But the mass of 
the people in the Rhineland remained loyal to the German Repub- 
lic, and the separatist movement came to nothing. 

The lowest ebb in the fortunes of the German Republic was 
reached in 1923, with the collapse of the mark and the French 
occupation of the Ruhr. The beginning of better times dates 
from 1924 and is associated with two important events of that year 
— the adoption of the Dawes Plan and stabilization of the mark. 
The Dawes Plan was a scheme, worked out by an international 
commission, designed to make it easier for Germany to make the 
reparation pa3nnents and providing for evacuation of the Ruhr 
by the French at an early date (see p. 791). An essential part 
of the Dawes Plan was the arrangement of a foreign loan of 
$200,000,000 to the German government for the stabilization of 
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the German mark. In desperation the German government had 
already, in 1923, made a limited issue of Rentenmarks, which it 
endeavored to maintain at the value of four to the dollar. Finally, 
in 1924, the old currency was retired, and new Reichsmarks, se- 
cured by the 200,000,000 gold dollars, were issued and maintained 
at the same value which the mark had had before the war. 
Possessed of a stable currency and international credit, Germany 
appeared to be on the road to recovery. But, as in other countries, 
the prosperity of 1924-29 was apparent only, being largely based 
on the expenditure of money borrowed in the United States. The 
great depression following the year 1929 ail but destroyed her 
export trade, and increased the number of unemployed to a total of 
6,000,000. As the economic situation became worse, the popularity 
of the Republic declined, and people of different classes were ready 
to follow any man who could convince them that he had the solution 
of Germany’s difficulties. This situation prepared the way for 
Adolf Hitler and the overthrow of the Republic (p. 802). 

Thus during the first ten years after the Peace of Versailles there 
appeared to be a certain extension of democratic government in 
Europe and throughout the world. But during this period Italy 
abandoned the democratic form for the Fascist dictatorship of 
Mussolini, and Communism was established in Russia. We must 
now study these two anti-democratic systems. 

11. New Experiments in Government 

Fascist Italy: How the Italians found peace more burdensome 
than war. The great fact in Italian history after the war was the 
overthrow of the old form of parliamentary government and the 
establishment of Mussolini’s dictatorship. Instead of being gov- 
erned by elected representatives, the people were governed by 
Mussolini. But Mussolini could not have established or main- 
tained his dictatorship if the mass of the people had not been will- 
ing to support him. Why were the people of Italy willing to give 
up the privilege of governing themselves? 

The answer is that from 1919 to 1922 the majority of the people 
became increasingly dissatisfied with the government. In the 
first place, the government failed at the Peace Conference to obtain 
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Fiume and other possessions which were thought necessary to 
compensate Italy for her services in the war. In the second place, 
the government proved incompetent to deal with the financial 
and economic difficulties that arose after the war was over. In 
1920 the financial situation of the government was desperate; 
its expenses exceeded its income by more than three billion dollars. 
The value of the lira declined rapidly, prices soared, and the 
majority of the people were unable to meet the higher cost of living. 
Meantime, several millions of demobilized soldiers, having been 
promised a “regenerated Italy’’ for their services, returned to 
civil life only to find their old jobs fiUed and no new ones available. 

Under the pressure of poverty and discontent many people — 
old soldiers, workmen, and farmers — turned to socialism and 
bolshevism. In 1919 the Socialist party elected 156 deputies to 
the parliament. It used its controlling influence to block the 
measures of the government, sometimes interrupting the dignified 
proceedings of the chamber by singing “The Red Flag,” cheering 
Lenin, and hissing the king. Extreme Socialists abandoned the 
peaceful methods and moderate program of the party and endeavored 
by means of the general strike to establish the Russian soviet 
system of government. In many parts of Italy farmers refused 
to pay rent, burned houses, and seized the lands of large land- 
owners. In the industrial cities workers refused to work, dis- 
possessed employers and owners of industries, and tried to run 
the factories on their own account. Three years after the Peace 
Conference the Italian government was bankrupt and the country 
in a state of confusion bordering on anarchy. It was this situation 
that enabled Mussolini to gain control of affairs. 

Fascist Italy : How Mussolini gained control of the government 
by turning himself from a Socialist into a Fascist. Benito Mus- 
solini (born in 1883) was the son of a village blacksmith. He 
acquired a little money by teaching, and then attended the univer- 
sities of Lausanne and Geneva in Switzerland, working to pay his 
expenses. Returning to Italy he became an active Socialist, and 
in 1908 was arrested as a dangerous revolutionary. In 1914 he 
was editor of the official Socialist paper, Avanti. At first he 
opposed the entrance of Italy into the war, but he soon changed 
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Ms views and Mmself served as a private soldier until 1917, when 
he was wounded and discharged. 

When Mussolini changed his views on the war, the Socialists 
forced him to resign as editor of Amnti. He then established a 
paper of his own. The People of Italy ; and at the close of the war 
he organized a society, of ex-Socialists and former soldiers which 
he called Fascio di Comhattimento Union of Combat”)* The 
Fascist society advocated many social reforms, such as heavy 
taxation of the rich. But its program differed from that of the 
Socialists in two important respects. First, the Fascists were 
strongly nationalist. They advocated an aggressive foreign policy, 
especially the acquisition of Fiume and Dalmatia, and they gave 
enthusiastic support to D’Annunzio in his spectacular conquest 
of Fiume. Second, the Fascists were bitterly opposed to com- 
munism and bolshevism. To resist these unpatriotic movements, 
bands of young men, wearing black shirts and armed with guns 
and clubs, were sent out to break up Communist meetings and to 
destroy Communist printing presses, literature, and red flags. 

These activities made the Fascist society popular throughout 
Italy. It was known, not for its socialistic ideas, but for its 
patriotic demonstrations. In 1921-1922 young men from all classes 
rushed to join the ‘‘Black Shirts”; and as the membership of 
the society increased, Mussolini emphasized more and more the 
ideas that would be approved by the people who joined. Em- 
ployers wanted an end of strikes. Landowners wanted protection 
against peasant uprisings. Shopkeepers, lawyers, doctors, clerks, 
and teachers wanted a restoration of law and order and easier con- 
ditions of living. Patriots wanted something done to strengthen 
the government at home and to restore the prestige of Italy abroad. 
Fascism stood for all these desired things. 

Meantime the government had done little if anything to remedy 
evils of which people complained. In the fall of 1922 Mussolini 
felt that he was strong enough to take the decisive step. At a 
great gathering of Fascists in Naples he declared: “Either the 
government will be given to us or we shall seize it by marching on 
Rome.” The prime minister, Facta, hastily offered the Fascists 
certain offices in the cabinet. Instead of accepting this offer the 
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Gendreaii 

The Mussolini Stadium in Rome 
Like ancient Sparta, Fascist Italy provided athletic training for boys. 


Fascists began their famous march on Rome/’ Facta proclaimed 
a state of siege, but the king, refusing to approve this measure, 
called upon Mussolini to form a ministry. October 30, 1922, a 
cabinet was formed of which a majority were Fascists and Mussolini 
the dominating figure. This was the beginning of his dictatorship. 

Fascist Italy ; How Mussolini transformed the old parliamentary 
government into the Fascist state. Mussolini first asked and 
obtained from parliament certain dictatorial powers for a period 
of fourteen months. These powers he used to place the govern- 
ment of Italy in the hands of the Fascist society. National and 
local offices were filled with his loyal Fascist supporters. Then 
a law was passed which provided that in any election for parlia- 
ment the party which polled a majority of the votes should be 
given two-thirds of the seats in the Chamber of Deputies. This- 
gave the Fascists control of parliament* The government of the 
cities was changed so that municipal officers were no longer chosen 
by the people but appointed by Mussolini’s government. Mus- 
solini was freed from responsibility to parliament and made 
accountable to the king alone. His title was changed from '' prime 


780 THE AGE OF INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 

minister’’ to “Head of the Government,” and ail cabinet ministers 
were made dependent on his will. 

Opposition to these measures was ruthlessly repressed, and it 
became dangerous, eyen for members of parliament, to write or to 
speak against the government or the Fascists. In 1924 Matteotti, 
a Socialist deputy and the author of a book entitled The Fascisti 
Exposed, was carried off and murdered by some of Mussolini’s 
Fascist supporters. 

Once firmly established in power, Mussolini made certain im- 
portant changes in economic organization. These were effected 
in 1926 by the Legal Discipline of Collective Labor Relations Law. 
The law created six national confederations of employers and seven 
national confederations of workers. These were in turn subdivided 
into local unions or syndicates of employers and workers. No 
other associations of either employers or laborers were permitted. 
The syndicates had authority to make binding agreements respect- 
ing wages, hours of labor, and other matters of importance, and 
their decisions were binding on those employers and workers who 
did not belong to the syndicates as well as on those who did. No 
employer or worker could belong to a syndicate unless he was 
acceptable to the government — that is, unless he was a member 
of the Fascist party. Thus it was very much to the interest of 
all employers and workers to join the Fascist party and support 
Mussolini’s government. 

Besides creating the national confederations and the local syn- 
dicates, the law of 1926 provided that the government should 
exercise direct supervision over disputes between employers and 
laborers. When such disputes arise between employers and 
laborers in any business, the local syndicates try to reach an agree- 
ment. If they fail, the dispute is referred to a committee composed 
of employers and laborers not directly concerned in the dispute, 
acting under the supervision of the minister of corporations. If 
no settlement is made by the committee and the minister, the 
dispute comes before the established courts of justice, where it is 
finally disposed of. Strikes and lockouts are illegal. 

Mussolini did not at first abolish representative government, at 
least in form. But he changed the method of choosing deputies 
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to the Chamber of Deputies. By the electoral reform law of 1928 
the right to nominate candidates for parliament was given to the 
national confederations of employers and workers. The thirteen 
national confederations prepared a list of 800 candidates for the 
400 seats in the Chamber of Deputies. These names were then 
sent to the Grand Council of the Fascist society, of which Mussolini 
is the head. The Grand Council then chose (presumably but not 
necessarily from this list) 400 names to be submitted to the people 
for approval or rejection. Each voter was to vote for or against 
the entire list. 

The first election under the new system was held in 1929. A 
list of 400 names, headed by Mussolini, was drawn up by the Grand 
Council and submitted to the people. Mussolini, and other prom- 
inent Fascists, made speeches urging the people to approve of it. 
No opposition speeches were permitted. The question on which 
the people voted was: ^^Do you approve of the list of deputies 
chosen by the Fascist Grand Council?’’ Of the 9,460,727 Italians 
who had a right to vote, 8,663,412 voted yes; 135,761 voted no. 

Ten years later, in March, 1939, Mussolini abolished the Chamber 
of Deputies and replaced it with a Chamber of Fasces and Corpora- 
tions. The members of this Chamber are appointed, not elected- 
The Italian Senate remains and still has a part in the formation of 
laws. 

Mussolini realized that his position would be much strengthened 
if he could win the approval of the Pope and the devout Catholics. 
In February, 1929, three documents — a treaty, a concordat, and 
a financial agreement — were signed by the Pope and the Italian 
government. The principal matters agreed upon were the following : 
(i) The Italian government recognized the complete independence 
of the “ State of the Vatican City ’’ under the sovereignty of the Pope. 
This smallest of states has an area of about 100 acres and a popu- 
lation of 500 people. As ruler, the Pope may send and receive 
ambassadors, coin money, issue postage stamps, and do all that 
any sovereign state may do, except make war. His realm is recog- 
nized as forever neutral and inviolable. (2) The Italian govern- 
ment recognized the Catholic religion as the only state religion; 
it agreed to enforce the canon law, and to establish compulsory 
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religious instruction in the schools. (3) The Pope for the first 
time recognized the Kingdom of Italy and renounced his claims 
to the States of the Church. In compensation for the lost terri- 
tory the Italian government agreed to pay him 1,750,000,000 lira 
($91,875,000). 

The term “fascism’’ is derived from the Latin word “fasces” — 
a bundle of rods carried by the ancient Roman lictors as a symbol 
of authority and punishment. For Mussolini it represented the 
theory of the “ totalitarian ” state — a government which in theory 
expressed, not the conflicting interests and ideas of the citizens as 
individuals, but the single united will of the people as a whole. 
Unfortunately, the single united will of all the people was obtained 
by ruthless suppression of all people who disagreed with Mussolini. 
This method of determining the will of the people is the chief thing 
that distinguishes dictatorships from democracies. 

Soviet Russia : How Nicolai Lenin established the dictatorship 
of the proletariat.” When the first Russian Revolution occurred 
in March, 1917 (see p. 706), there was living in exile in Switzerland 
a man whom few people had ever heard of. When he died seven 
years later, his name was known throughout the world. The man’s 
real name was Vladimir Ilyich Ulianov, but he had published books 
under the name of Nicolai Lenin. Immediately after the first revo- 
lution he returned to Russia, became the leader of the majority 
(Bolshevik) Socialist party, and more than any other man was 
responsible for the second revolution of November, 1917 (see p. 710), 
and the establishment of the present Russian Soviet Republic. 

Lenin was a disciple of Karl Marx. The central doctrine of 
Marx (see p. 533) was that under the present capitalist system 
the mass of the people {proletariat) produce all of the wealth by 
their labor ; but the few idle rich {bourgeois) are able, by owning 
land and the industrial plants, to take most of the wealth for 
themselves. Marx prophesied that sooner or later there would 
be a social revolution in which the working classes would gain 
control of the government, dispossess the private owners of land 
and industry, and establish the common {communist) ownership of 
land and industry. Thus, Marx thought, the wealth of society 
would be possessed by the people who created it by their labor. 
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This doctrine Lenin accepted. He never doubted that the 
social revolution would come, and after the revolution of 1917 he 
believed that the time was ripe for it in Russia. He felt a profound 
sympathy for the Russian people who had lived in poverty and op- 
pression for centuries. He never doubted that the tsars, landed 
aristocrats, and idle rich were responsible for this poverty and 
oppression, or that the most ferocious methods were necessary 
and justified in order to establish the rights of the people. This 
passionate faith in a doctrine is the secret of Lenin. It explains 
his actions, his failures, and his successes. 

When Lenin and his followers seized the government in Novem- 
ber, 1917, only a small minority of the Russian people were Bol- 
sheviks. To win the sympathy of the mass of the people, Lenin 
immediately did two things. He negotiated peace with the Cen- 
tral Powers (see p. 712), and he announced that the lands of the 
nobles would be at once turned over to the peasants. These meas- 
ures pleased two very important groups of people — the soldiers 
and the peasants. 

But Lenin knew that he could neither maintain his power nor 
carry through the social revolution by peaceful means, since the 
middle and upper classes would fight to the last ditch to retain 
their property and influence. An “extraordinary commission/^ 
called the Cheka, was therefore created and authorized to arrest 
and execute all persons who opposed the Bolshevik government. 
The Cheka inaugurated a government by terror which lasted for 
three years. In the year 1918 some 6000 persons were executed, 
among them Tsar Nicholas and his family. During the next two 
years the middle- and upper-class people who refused to support 
the Bolshevik government actively were mostly despoiled of their 
property. Many thousands were shot. Others fled the country 
and, like the French emigres in the time of the French Revolution, 
took up their residence in foreign countries where they engaged in 
anti-Bolshevist propaganda. 

Meantime certain former Russian generals, supported by “ White 
armies,” set up anti-Bolshevik governments — one in Siberia 
under Admiral Kolchak, one in the Baltic region under General 
Yudenich, and one in the south under General Denikin (later under 
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General Wrangel). To resist the White armies, the Bolshevik 
government organized a Red army of about 100,000 men, under 
the able leadership of Leon Trotsky. General Yudenich came 
within sight of Petrograd (Leningrad as it was now called), but he 
was defeated and driven back. The army of Kolchak melted away. 
After the war the French and British governments, fearing the 
spread of bolshevism, landed troops in the Black Sea region in 
order to overthrow the Bolshevik government. But in November, 
1920, General Wrangel and the French army which supported him 
were defeated. 

Thus by 1920 the Bolshevik government had cleared European 
Russia of foreign and White armies, and it had dispossessed the 
middle and upper classes. The Bolsheviks were still a small 
minority of the people, but by means of the Cheka and the Red 
army they had terrorized the people into submission. 

Before this was accomplished, the Bolshevists had assembled an 
All-Russian Congress which adopted a constitution (1918) designed 
to establish and maintain the new Communist government. The 
name adopted for the government was The Russian Socialist 
Federated Soviet Republic — popularly known as the R. S. F. S. R. 
Later the Russian Republic formed a union with similar republics 
in White Russia, Ukrainia, the Caucasus, and other neighboring 
countries. The official name of this larger union is Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics — popularly known as U. S. S. R. The smaller 
republics are, however, entirely dominated by the Russian govern- 
ment. 

The constitution of 1918 gave political privileges to all men and 
women of eighteen years of age or over who were ‘‘productive 
workers,’’ or the housekeepers of such workers, or soldiers or sailors. 
All others were regarded as capitalists — exploiters of the people 
and enemies of society. According to the constitution, the peasants 
in the country and the workers in the cities, organized in local 
groups called “soviets,” elected the All-Russian Congress, which 
in turn elected the Central Executive Committee, which is declared 
to be “ the supreme legislative . . . and controlling organ.” Thus 
the new government, according to the constitution, was a demo- 
cratic socialist republic. 
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i>ovfoto 

A Soviet Farmer at the Throttle of a Modern Tractor 

On the Malinin Collective Farm in the Soviet Union tractor-drawn drills are 
used to sow the grain. This tractor is pulling five drills, two of which do not 
show in this illustration. 

But in fact the effective leadership and direction of the govern- 
ment remained in the hands of the Bolshevik party. The Bolshevik 
party is not mentioned in the constitution. It has a membership 
of about one or two million, out of a total population of 140,000,000. 
It is strictly organized and rigidly governed. In each community 
there is a party cell ’’ — a little group of Bolsheviks who, supported 
by the government, take an active part in politics and dominate the 
elections. The result is that while the soviets and even the All- 
Russian Congress are composed of many people who are not Bol- 
sheviks, the Central Executive Committee and the Council of 
Commissars are composed only of Bolsheviks. Under constitu- 
tional forms Russia is governed by the Bolshevik party. Lenin 
himself said that without instructions from the Bolshevik party 
'^not one institution in our republic can decide a single question of 
importance in matters of policy or organization.’^ 

Thus it happened that Lenin established in Russia what many 
radical Socialists had dreamed of since the time of Karl Marx 
— the ^^dictatorship of the proletariat.” Perhaps it would be 


786 


THE AGE OF INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 


truer to say the '^dictatorship of the Bolshevik party for the pro- 
letariat.’’ What did the Bolshevik party do to make the mass of 
the people satisfied with their government? , 

Soviet Russia : How the soviet government moved toward the 
nationalization of land and industry by taking two steps forward 
and one step back. The great aim of Lenin and his followers was 
the “nationalization” of land and industry. Instead of being 
owned and managed hy private individuals for their own profit, 
land and industry were to be owned and managed by the state for 
the common welfare. Therefore, as soon as he obtained power, 
Lenin proclaimed the nationalization of land, and shortly after 
{1918), the nationalization of all industries except small ones. At 
the same time the government created a Supreme Economic Council 
to manage the 37,000 industrial plants that were thus nationalized. 
The Council was expected to supply the industries with raw material 
and machinery, to find workers, supply them with money and food, 
and manage the distribution of the product. To facilitate the work 
of the Council peasants were ordered to turn over to the govern- 
ment all the grain they raised above what was necessary for their 
maintenance. In short, the Supreme Economic Council was 
expected to direct and supervise the production and distribution of 
wealth for the entire Russian nation. 

To effect so great a revolution in the economic life of the country 
at one stroke proved impossible. During the war and the revolu- 
tion Russian industry was badly disorganized, and production had 
fallen off. During the three years from 1918 to 1921, under govern- 
ment management, it fell into still worse confusion, and production 
continued to decline. The mining of metals practically ceased, 
and production of coal, iron, oil, and cloth fell to less than half of 
pre-war production. Since the ruble fell in value, prices and the 
cost of production and of living increased. The workers, assured 
that the government would provision them, idled on the job, or 
“deserted” — that is, refused to work at all. 

But the government’s chief difficulties came from the peasants. 
The peasants thought that the “nationalization” of the land meant 
that they could take over the lands of the nobles. This they pro- 
ceeded to do; but they objected to turning over their grain to the 
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government. When the government seized their grain by force, 
the peasants refused to raise more than was necessary for their own 
maintenance. In 1921 (a bad year on account of drought) the 
production of grain was less than half the amount raised before 
the war. The result was a severe famine, the government was 
unable to provision the workers in the cities, and the workers began 
to raise the cry, “Down with the soviet government 

Thus by 1921 the attempt of the soviet government to national- 
ize land and industry had resulted in alienating the peasants and 
many of the industrial workers — the two classes upon which the 
government chiefly relied for support. Either the resistance had 
to be crushed or the economic policy modified. Fortunately for 
the Bolsheviks, Lenin possessed what many ideal dreamers lack 
— a hard practical mind which understood that ideals cannot be 
realized by ignoring facts. The stubborn resistance of the peas- 
ants was a fact that could not be ignored. It was “ easier to change 
their policy than to change the peasants.” Having taken two 
steps forward toward the goal, Lenin decided that it was neces- 
sary to take one step backward. This he did by adopting (1921) 
a “New Economic Policy,” popularly known as “the N. E. P.” or 
Nfep. 

Under the Nep the soviet government gave up for the time being 
the attempt to nationalize all land and industry. Peasants were 
permitted to dispose of their grain as they liked, except that they 
were subject to a fixed tax, at first in grain, later in money. Al- 
though the government kept control of the larger industries, the 
smaller ones (those employing less than twenty workers) were 
restored to private ownership. In order to obtain needed capital 
for industrial and commercial development, foreign capitalists were 
granted “concessions” for limited periods in various mining, trans- 
portation, and commercial enterprises. Thus after 1921 industry 
was only in part owned and controlled by the government, and the 
land was virtually restored to the peasants. 

The new economic policy worked much better than the old one. 
Foreign capital flowed into Russia. The ruble was stabilized 
(1924), foreign commerce revived, and the government-owned 
industries were newly equipped and enlarged. Industrial recovery 
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Public Care eor Soviet Children 


The Soviet Union has set up many nurseries, in which children of workers are 
cared for while their parents work. This play crib allows the nurses to reach 
any child quickly. Toys are provided, too large to be put in a child’s mouth. 


was so rapid that by 1928 the government adopted an elaborate 
plan which called for the expenditure, during the next five years, 
of $14,150,000,000 for electrification, improvement in industrial 
equipment, and extension of railroads. By 1930 the output of 
Russian industries was on the whole as great as, and in some indus- 
tries greater than, before the war, although still far below the stand- 
ards of the leading industrial nations, 

Soviet Russia : How the soviet government tried to change the 
ideas and culture of the people. Under the tsarist government 
the mass of the people were uneducated. In proportion to popu- 
lation the number of children in schools was only about one-eighth 
of the number in schools in the United States. To change, this 
situation the soviet government established a system of free pub- 
lic schools, ranging from kindergarten to university, in which the 
teaching of old political and religious ideas was deliberately and 
ruthlessly prohibited. With few exceptions, no private schools 
were allowed. All children between the ages of three and 
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sixteen are required to attend school The professional schools 
and the universities are open to those who desire and are capable of 
obtaining a higher education, except that where the facilities are 
inadequate the children of the poor are preferred to those of the rich 
and the well-to-do. 

The educational program of the soviet government has two 
main objects. The first is to give to all children a practical educa- 
tion — to fit them for some useful occupation in the new social 
system which has been established in Russia. In the elementary 
and secondary schools geography, history, nature study, manual 
training, and elementary science are studied. So far as possible 
the child learns from observation and experiment rather than 
from books. Certain radical experiments in the method of teach- 
ing, which were tried at first, have been abandoned ; but the 
chief emphasis is still upon what are thought to be the useful 
subjects, such as arithmetic and geography — and history, which 
is taught from the communist point of view. Much attention is 
also given to the education of illiterate adults. In the univer- 
sities natural science, history, economics, and other social sciences 
are studied more than Greek, Latin, philosophy, and foreign 
languages. 

The second aim of the soviet government is to give people a 
new philosophy of life. Formerly society rested on the institution 
of private property. People were taught that it was well to become 
rich, and that if the mass of people were poor it was either their 
fault or their misfortune. The soviet government wished to destroy 
this idea. In the schools the children are taught the extreme 
communist doctrine that private property is the cause of poverty 
and therefore an evil which must be abolished. They are taught 
not to admire and envy those who are rich and have fine clothes 
and possessions, but to regard them with suspicion as anti-social 
and anti-patriotic. 

It was the theory of the ‘^scientific” socialists that the Catholic 
and Protestant religions furnished the strongest support to the 
institution of private property and the enslavement of the poor by 
the rich. Lenin accepted the idea. “Religion is one of the forces 
of spiritual oppression,” he said. “To him who works and is poor 
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all his life religion teaches passivity and patience in earthly life^ 
consoling him with the hope of a heavenly reward. . . . Religion 
is the opium of the people.” The statement, ‘‘Religion is the 
opium of the people,” is inscribed on many public buildings. In 
'the schools, and by ofScial propaganda, the government teaches 
the doctrine that the old religious beliefs are not only untrue but 
hostile to the welfare of the people. 

Holding these views, the soviet government confiscated the 
property of the old Russian established church, and refused to 
support the clergy. At first it declared that the liberty of religious 
propaganda as well as anti-religious propaganda is guaranteed to 
all citizens.” But in 1929 the government changed its policy. 
People were still free to accept any religious belief, and the churches 
were free to hold public worship. But churches were forbidden to 
carry on organized charitable or educational work, or to try to win 
converts. 

Thus, the soviet government was frankly hostile to the old reli- 
gions. It frankly tried to convert all the people to its own pro- 
fessed philosophy of life — the extreme Socialist or Bolshevist 
doctrines. Bolshevism was in fact regarded not merely as a theory 
of economic reform, but as a philosophy of life, a religion. It had 
its dogmas, its ceremonies, and its saints. Its dogmas were the 
theories of the social revolution. The great days which it cele- 
brated were the great days of the revolution. Its saints are Karl 
Marx and Lenin — especially Lenin. In the homes of thousands of 
Russians, Lenin’s picture replaced the old sacred religious pictures. 
Thousands of Russians make reverent pilgrimages to his tomb. 

The Russian Revolution aimed to effect a complete transfor- 
. mation of society — the establishment of a Communist economic 
regime and the acceptance of a Communist philosophy of life. 
According to the theory, the “dictatorship” would be temporary. 
Once the new classless society was firmly established, government 
would become thoroughly democratic, and all repressive measures 
would cease. We shall see later to what extent these aims have 
been realized (p. 806), when we come to study the history of the 
Soviet Republic under Joseph Stalin, who succeeded Lenin as 
virtual ruler of Russia in 1928. 
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III. International Relations 

German reparations : How it took ten years to determine wkat 
amount Germany skotild pay. Of all the questions left undecided 
by the Peace Conference, the one which more than any other kept 
alive the hatreds engendered by the war was the question of German 
reparations (see p. 737). 

The first payments under the arrangement made by the Repara- 
tions Commission (see p. 739) were made in 1921. The payments 
for 1922 were, at the request of the German government, partly 
postponed. In November, 1922, the German government asked 
that all the payments be postponed for three or four years, in order 
to give it time to stabilize the mark and bring about a revival of 
German industry and trade. This request was refused. In 1923, 
when Germany defaulted her fixed annual payment, French and 
Belgian armies occupied the Ruhr. 

The Ruhr is a small district, but it is the “nerve center’^ of Ger- 
man industry. French occupation of this district led to collapse 
of the mark and complete disorganization of German economic life 
and so made it impossible for Germany to pay the reparations 
demanded, even if she had desired to do so. The government 
adopted a policy of “passive resistance.’’ It stopped all reparation 
payments and ordered the inhabitants of the Ruhr district to pay 
no taxes or customs levied by the French authorities. Thus in 
1923 the dispute over reparations reached a complete deadlock. 
France refused to withdraw from the Ruhr until Germany paid; 
Germany refused to pay until France withdrew from the Ruhr. 

To end this deadlock the British government proposed that the 
whole question of reparations should be examined by a committee of 
financial experts. The result was the formation of an international 
committee, headed by an American, Charles G. Dawes. This com- 
mittee drew up the Dawes Plan (1924), which provided for stabiliza- 
tion of the German mark by a foreign loan of $200,000,000, settled 
annual reparation payments without fixing the total amount, and 
made it a condition of Germany’s acceptance of the plan that France 
should withdraw from the Ruhr. German payments were made 
until 1929, and in that year the total amount of reparations was 
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fixed, by the Young Plan, at $27,000,000,000, to be paid over a 
period of fifty-nine years. However, the depression of the years 
following made it impossible for Germany to continue her pay- 
ments, and in 1932, at the Lausanne Conference, the powers, 
although retaining the ‘^principle” of reparations from Germany, 
virtually abandoned the attempt to collect them. 

Besides the question of reparations, there was the related question 
of inter- Allied war debts. During the war a great deal of money 
was loaned by the United States to allied countries, especially to 
Great Britain, who in turn made large loans to her continental 
allies. Aiter the war it was expected that German reparation pay- 
ments would be adequate to pay off these debts. It was claimed, 
especially by France, that reparations and debts were inseparably 
related, that no more could be paid on the debts than was received 
in reparations. The United States, being the chief creditor country, 
declined to take this view ; and although she reduced the interest 
charges and eased the terms of payment for her debtors, she refused 
to cancel the debts themselves. 

After 1932, when Germany ceased to make reparation payments, 
all continental countries except Finland had ceased to pay the 
interest charges on their war debts to the United States ; and after 
1933 England had “ suspended payment. From then on, 'it 
seemed unlikely that the war debts would ever be paid. More 
than twenty years of experience in attempting to collect repara- 
tions and war debts seem to indicate that wars, as they are now 
fought, have to be paid for by ail the parties involved — the 
victors as well as the vanquished. 

The League of Nations : What it did to preserve the peace. Dur- 
ing the first ten years of its existence the League of Nations was 
constantly occupied with a great variety of matters of international 
importance. These varied activities of the League may be con- 
veniently considered under five heads : (i) settlement of quarrels 
between states; (2) assistance to bankrupt states; (3) adminis- 
tration of territories under its protection ; (4) creation of a World 
Court ; (5) disarmament. 

I. Quarrels between states. There were certain minor quarrels 
that arose shortly after the war — a quarrel between Sweden and 
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Finland over the Aland Islands, one between Poland and Lithuania 
over Vilna and Memel, one between Yugoslavia and Albania, and 
another between the British and Turkish governments relating to 
boundaries. All of these disputes were referred to the League of 
Nations, and all of them except the dispute over Vilna were settled 
according to the terms recommended by the League. 

More important than these were two disputes which, apart from 
the League, would perhaps have led to war. The first was between 
Italy and Greece, growing out of the murder of four Italians on 
Greek territory in 1920. Mussolini presented an ultimatum to 
Greece, and announced that outside interference would be resented. 
Nevertheless, the League, acting through a Conference of Ambas- 
sadors, proposed a method of settlement which was finally accepted 
by both Greece and Italy. 

In 1925 shots were exchanged between Greek and Bulgarian 
soldiers on the frontier, the result of which was that a Greek was 
killed on Bulgarian soil. Greece demanded an indemnity, and 
when this was refused hostilities began. The League intervened 
vigorously, and hostilities ceased pending a settlement by the 
League, which decided that Greece had no grounds for war but 
had grounds for an indemnity. Both countries accepted this 
decision. 

Since the League was controlled largely by the great powers, it 
had less success in dealing with disputes between them. It could 
do nothing to prevent the French occupation of the Ruhr, the 
Japanese invasion of China, or the Italian conquest of Ethiopia. 
The League had no power of its own apart from the states that 
supported it. It was merely a means by which member states 
could settle their disputes if they wished to do so. 

2. Assistance to bankrupt states. No country came out of the 
war in a worse plight than Austria. For three years after the war 
the people were partly supported by foreign charities, and the 
government was kept going by foreign loans. But in 1922 the 
bankers advised against further loans. The government was 
bankrupt, and the country on the verge of revolution. 

The League made a careful study of the situation. Arrange- 
ments were then made by which Great Britain and other countries 





AN ATTEMPT TO SET THE WORLD RIGHT SIDE UP 795 

should loan Austria $135,000,000, on condition that Austria agree 
to place her finances under the temporary control of a committee 
appointed by the League. This was done, and in 1926 the com- 
mittee announced that the necessary reforms had been made, and 
bankruptcy avoided. In 1923 a similar situation arose in Hungary, 
and was settled in the same way. 

3. Supervision of territories under its protection. The Peace 
Conference placed under the protection of the League of Nations 
the mandated colonies, the Saar Valley, and the free city of 
Danzig. 

The mandated colonies (p. 737) were divided into three classes, 
according to the stage of civilization which they were supposed to 
have attained, and the mandatory states were to allow them more 
or less freedom according to the class to which they belonged. 
Every year the mandatory states were expected to make reports on 
their administration of the colonies assigned them, and the League 
either approved or suggested such changes as it thought wise. The 
League interfered very little with the administration of the man- 
dated colonies, but, being in a position to know whether such 
colonies were properly administered or not, it could make the facts 
known to the world. The result was that most of the countries 
which had mandates were anxious to have the approval of the 
League, and generally acted favorably upon its suggestions. 

The Saar Valley was placed under the sovereignty of the League 
for fifteen years, at the end of which time the inhabitants were to 
decide whether the Saar should be united to France or to Germany 
(see p. 731). In 1920 the League created a Governing Commission 
for the Saar. 

Unfortunately, pro-French sympathy on the part of certain 
members of the Commission created discontent in the Saar, which 
became serious in 1923 when France occupied the Ruhr. The 
League appointed new members to the Commission in 1924, and 
thereafter no serious complaints were made. The fifteen-year 
period during which the Saar was to remain under the League’s 
management came to an end in 1935. The plebiscite was fijced for 
January, and, as the time approached, some excitement was occa- 
sioned by fear that Germany or France or both might try to influ- 
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ence the election. But the election passed off quietly enough, and 
the vote was almost unanimously in favor of union with Germany. 

The Peace Conference made Danzig a free, self-governing city, 
but gave to Poland “ free use and service of the port. ’ ’ To guarantee 
this arrangement the city was placed under the protection of the 
League of Nations. As a result there were in Danzig three dis- 
tinct authorities : the city government, composed of an assembly 
and a senate; the customs commission, which administered the 
customs ; and the high commissioner, who represented the League 
of Nations. The chief duty of the high commissioner was to settle 
disputes arising out of the division of authority between the city 
government and the customs commission. Many such disputes 
were settled by the parties themselves, under the mediation of 
the high commissioner. Others were referred to the Council of 
the League, and at least one was of sufficient importance to be 
referred to the World Court. Without the impartial mediation 
provided by the League of Nations, the peculiar arrangement made 
for Danzig would probably have proved unworkable. 

4. The establishment of a World Court. Article XIV of the 
Covenant of the League required the Council to submit “plans 
for the establishment of a Permanent Court of International Jus- 
tice.” Such a court, commonly called the World Court, was estab- 
lished in 1921. Fifty-four states have ratified the agreement. 
The Court is composed of fifteen judges, chosen for a term of nine 
years by the League of Nations. The World Court has authority 
to decide any dispute which any two or more states may submit to 
it This is called its “voluntary jurisdiction.” But certain states 
have agreed to submit all legal disputes concerning treaties, ques- 
tions of international law, and breach of international obligation, 
and to accept the decision of the court in respect to such disputes. 
This is called the “compulsory” jurisdiction of the court. In 1930, 
twenty-five of the fifty-four states that had ratified the World 
Court agreement had accepted this “compulsory” jurisdiction. 
Of these states only two — Great Britain and Germany — were 
great powers. 

The World Court, although it sat at the Hague in Holland, is 
not to be confused with the Hague Tribunal established before 



AN ATTEMPT TO ' SET THE WORLD RIGHT SIDE UP 797 


the war (see p. 627). The Hague Tribunal was a court of arbitra- 
tion. It did not determine whether states submitting disputes 
to it had violated international law or custom. It merely tried 
to arbitrate the dispute — - that is, to find a settlement that the 
two states would agree to accept. The World Court was not a 
court of arbitration but a court of law. It decided which of two 
states in a dispute was in the wrong — that is, which had violated 
an international law, or wrongly interpreted a treaty, or failed to 
live up to an obligation. That is why the World Court was of 
far greater importance than the Hague Tribunal. For the first 
time many “sovereign and independent” states recognized the 
validity of international law and agreed to renounce their right to 
interpret that law as they pleased. 

5. Disarmament. The Peace Conference required the Central 
Powers to disarm, but took no steps to disarm the Allies, except 
to refer the question of general disarmament to the League of 
Nations. The League at once appointed a committee to prepare 
plans. The committee realized that no state would disarm until 
some other means of providing it with “security” against aggres- 
sion was devised. The efforts of the League were therefore chiefly 
directed to finding some method of providing security as a pre- 
liminary step towards disarmament. 

The first attempt to provide security was carried out in 1925 at 
Locarno. Under the leadership of Briand of France and Strese- 
mann of Germany, representatives of France, Germany, Belgium, 
Great Britain, Italy, Poland, and Czechoslovakia met at Locarno 
in Switzerland and signed what are known as the Locarno Treaties. 
The essential points of the Locarno Treaties were : (i) Germany, 
France, Belgium, Great Britain, and Italy agreed to maintain the 
existing frontiers between Germany and Belgium, and between 
Germany and France; (2) Germany and Belgium, and Germany 
and France mutually agreed never to resort to war with each other 
except in case of a violation of the Locarno Treaties, or in cases 
provided for by th^ Covenant of the League of Nations. 

Encouraged by the success of the Locarno Treaties, Briand 
initiated the famous movement to “outlaw war.” On April 6, 
1927, he announced in the newspapers that France would be willing 
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King George Ajddressing the London Naval Coneerence 

The King’s opening address to delegates at the Naval Limitation Conference in 
London, 1 930, was broadcast by short wave to America. Behind King George V 
are Prime Minister Macdonald and other officials of the government. 

to sign with the United States an agreement to outlaw war’^ 
between the two countries. The American secretary of state, Kel- 
logg, suggested that other countries be invited to join in this meas- 
ure. The result was that in 1928 fifteen states signed at Paris 
what is known as the Paris Pact (in this country called the Kellogg 
Peace Pact) for outlawing war; and shortly afterwards thirty 
additional states subscribed to it. The Paris Pact was a solemn 
agreement by the principal states of the world to renounce war as 
an instrument of national policy,’^ and never to seek the solution of 
any disputes “of whatever nature . . . except by pacific means.’’ 

There were, however, certain “reservations” which were under- 
stood, although not incorporated in the treaty. One was the right 
to make war in self-defense. It is, of course, fairly easy for any 
state to justify war on this ground. 

The Lpcarno Treaties and the Paris Pact were designed to pro- 
vide a feeling of security, which is necessary before any state will 
consent to reduce its armaments. In the way of disarmament very 
little was promised, and very little done. In«:92i-i922, on the 
invitation of President Harding, the first naval conference was held 
at Washington; and at that time Great Britain, Japan, France, 
and the United States agreed to limit for a period of years — and 
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according to a certain ratio — the construction of big battleships. 
No limitation was placed upon the construction of submarines, 
destroyers, and cruisers. In 1930, at a second naval conference 
in London, the United States, Great Britain, and Japan agreed to 
reduce their programs for naval construction. In 1933, Italy, 
Germany, France, and Great Britain signed the Four Power Pact 
agreeing to work for disarmament in the hope of strengthening 
confidence in the peace of Europe.’’ The hope was a vain one. 

IV. The Economic Depression and the Trend towards War 

The Great Depression, 1929. The period immediately following 
World War I was one of confusion and international conflict, 
but by 1928 most countries seemed to be on the road to recovery. 
In the United States especially it was a time of rising prices and 
business expansion. Nearly every one thought that “normal” 
conditions had returned, and many predicted a “ new era ” in the 
history of civilization. 

Then, suddenly, in October and November, 1929, there occurred 
a great “crash” on the New York stock market. People who 
possessed stocks began to sell them because they thought the value 
of stocks was as high as it ever would be. When every one was 
selling, prices fell, and of course when prices were falling every one 
wanted more than ever to sell. On the nineteenth of October 
16,419,000 shares of stock were sold — a record for any one day in 
the history of the stock market. After this frenzy of selling, 
a stock formerly listed at $400 could be had for $30. It is esti- 
mated that the listed value of stocks in the United States was 
forty billion dollars less at the end of November than it was at the 
beginning of October. This crash in stock values affected all 
European countries, ended the prosperity “boom,” and began the 
Great Depression. 

How did the stock market crash bring about a depression? 
Somewhat as follows : Millions of people throughout the country 
who had money invested in stocks found their incomes decreased 
or wiped out. Having less money, they bought fewer things. 
Since there was less demand for commodities, manufacturers cut 
down production and laid off laborers. Unemployed laborers 







AN ATTEMPT TO SET THE WORLD RIGHT SIDE UP 801 


Spent less money, and so production was further cut down, and 
more laborers were laid off. The number of unemployed rose to 
about one tenth of the population, probably about one fourth of the 
laboring population. To relieve their distress the federal and state 
governments raised taxes ; people who paid taxes were likely to 
spend less ; and so production was cut down still more. Instead of 
putting money in banks, people took it out. Banks had to call in 
their loans, many of them all over the country had to close their 
doors, and people who had money in them lost it. It was a vicious 
circle : the less money people spent, the more production was cut 
down, and the more production was cut, the less money people had 
to spend. 

It would not have been so bad if other countries had been pros- 
perous and eager to buy American goods. But the depression 
affected all countries. Every country wanted to sell abroad; 
no country wanted to buy much abroad. The collapse of values 
and dislocation of international trade affected the international 
exchange value of national currencies, such as the pound, the dollar, 
the mark. The result was that many countries (England, the 
United States, the Scandinavian countries) “went off the gold 
standard,” that is, these countries no longer maintained their 
money at a fixed value in relation to gold or to foreign money. In 
the long run this further diminished international trade, since no 
one likes to sell things abroad if he has to accept payment in money 
changing in value from week to week. This slowing down of 
international trade increased the depression at home. 

The results of the depression were in general to strengthen the 
spirit of nationalism and to increase international friction. Most 
countries felt that the chief need was to revive industry and reduce 
unemployment at home. They therefore increased tariffs and 
bounties to aid their own business men and to avoid competition 
with other countries. Each country tried, with the aid of its 
colonies if it had any, to become more self-sufficient in its economic 
and political life. If it had no colonies, as in the case of Italy and 
Germany, it insisted upon getting some. Tariff wars and the 
demand for colonies led to international rivalry, fear of war, and to 
the rapid increase of armies and navies. Thus in the years follow- 
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ing 1929 the danger of revolution within a country, and of war be- 
tween countries, steadily increased. The most important event of 
this period was the German revolution which abolished the Re- 
public and established the Nazi regime of Hitler. 

Germany : How Hitler established the Third Reich. Germans 
were humiliated by defeat in the war, and especially by the oppres- 
sive terms of the Treaty of Versailles. For ten years they endured 
economic distress, the burden of reparations, and continuing hos- 
tilities of their former enemies. After ten years the total amount of 
reparations was fixed, and Germany seemed on the road to eco- 
nomic recovery. Then came the depression, rapid decline in in- 
dustry and commerce, and unemployment for some six millions of 
people. For the younger generation especially, who had grown 
to maturity during the hard years since the war, there was little to 
look forward to. The Republic seemed a failure — responsible at 
once for the economic collapse and national humiliation. This 
situation made possible the rise of Adolf Hitler. 

Hitler was an Austrian citizen, who had tried many things with- 
out notable success in any of them. A sense of failure disposed 
him to join movements in opposition to the established authorities. 
He played a theatrical but inglorious part in the futile ^^Beer-HalF’ 
revolution in Munich in 1923. He became an agitator, winning 
devoted followers by denounci ng Comniunists, Jews, the German 
Republic, and theJTreaty of Versailles. He adopted the fantastic 
theory of the ^^pure’V German or Nordic race, not knowing that 
there are no pure races, forgetting that only certain Germans could 
be rightly classed as “Nordics,’’ and that he himself was certainly 
not one of them. Ignoring the most obvious facts, he attributed 
the loss of the war and the subsequent humiliations of Germany 
to the Jews. He called his party the National Socialists — national, 
because it would defend Germany against the outside world; 
socialist, because it would promote the interests of the poor against 
the rich. 

Hitler was a convincing orator, partly because of a profound 
belief in the justice of his cause, partly because of the persuasive 
appeal of his promises and the emotional effects of his rhetoric. He 
appealed chiefly to middle-class people who had lost their property, 
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Regimentation of Labor 

Proud of their skill and training, the German Reich’s labor leader shows oflE 
one of his labor battalions to the visiting labor leader from Rumania, General 

Palangeanu. 


to farmers who could not sell their crops, laborers who were unem- 
ployed, young men for whom there were neither jobs nor careers, 
and to all Germans who were humiliated by the loss of the war and 
the drastic provisions of the Treaty of Versailles* It was well known 
that Hitler aimed to play in Germany the role of Mussolini ; but 
this only increased his following, since people had so lost confidence 
in the Republic that they were willing to try anything else. In 
1933 his hold on the people was such that he was made Chancellor, 
and on April i the Reichstag abdicated by conferring on him and 
his cabinet absolute power for four years. Thus the Nazi state, 
called the Third Reich, was established in Germany. 

Once in power. Hitler and his party proceeded to unify the 
German people in thought and action. The German word is 
gleichgeschalten — literally to make alike. To achieve this object 
all political parties except the National Socialists were disbanded 
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and outlawed, the separate states (Prussia, Bavaria, Saxony, etc.) 
which composed the Republic were abolished, freedom of teaching 
and of the press was suppressed, and full rights of citizenship were 
denied to Jews and others not regarded as of true German or of 
''Aryan’’ (Nordic) descent. Many Communists, Socialists, and 
Jews were deprived of their property, confined and brutally tortured 
in concentration camps, or executed. Many of the foremost 
German writers and scholars, including Thomas Mann, famous 
German novelist, and Albert Einstein, the world’s most famous 
mathematician, were forced into exile. Hundreds of books not 
approved by the Nazis were taken from the libraries and publicly 
burned. Newspapers, schools and universities, and publishers 
of books were strictly supervised by the Ministry of Propaganda, 
whose function it was to determine what Germans should think 
and say. No adverse criticism of the government was permitted. 
These were some of the measures employed to create a 'Tike- 
minded and like-acting Germany.” 

Two chief objects of the Nazi regime. The chief objects of 
Hitler were (i) to abolish unemployment and restore economic 
prosperity, and (2) to free Germany from the limitations imposed 
by the Treaty of Versailles. 

Economic measures. To solve the problem of unemployment 
Hitler adopted the principle that "private profit as a motive for 
economic enterprise is superseded by the common welfare.” A 
Four- Year Plan was adopted designed to make Germany economi- 
cally self-sufiicient. Industry and commerce were subjected to 
strict governmental regulation, prices and wages were fixed, profits 
limited by law. Taxes were increased, and special contributions 
arbitrarily exacted from banks, insurance companies, and other 
wealthy corporations. Imports and exports were regulated accord- 
ing to what was judged to be advantageous for the national 
economy. A vast program of public works and of rearmament was 
undertaken, the result of which was to stimulate the heavy 
industries and decrease unemployment. In 1936 it was reported 
that unemplo3mient had been reduced from six to one and a half 
million. These measures were not much liked by the big business 
interests, but the mass of the people, although the standard of 
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A Meeting of the Reichstag in 1939 
Field Marshal Goring, president of the Reichstag, opens this meeting. In the 
center foreground, you recognize Adolf Hitler. Next to him is Rudolph Hess, 
whose flight to England later startled the world; then Von Ribbentrop, 
Dr. Goebbels, and Von Neurath. 

life remained very low, felt that Hitler was doing more for them 
than the Republic had done. 

Hitler scraps the Versailles Treaty. The chief source of Hitler^s 
popularity was his success in freeing Germany from the restrictions 
of the Versailles Treaty. From the first he began secretly to 
increase the army. In 1935 he announced that he would create 
an army of 600,000 men. In 1936, ignoring the Versailles Treaty, 
he sent troops into the “ de-militarized ” Rhine lands. In 1937 
the famous “war guilt” clause of the treaty (which declared that 
Germany alone was responsible for the war) was officially repu- 
diated, Thus Hitler scrapped the Treaty of Versailles, and by 
1938 Germany was once more the strongest military state in Europe, 
a state moreover which proclaimed a political and social philosophy 
hostile to all of the principles and moral values of liberal democracy. 

Having created this state, Hitler adopted a policy of expansion. 
Entering into an understanding with Mussolini (the so-called 
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‘‘Berlin-Rome axis”)? joined Mussolini in giving aid to the 
Spanish rebels (p. 812), demanded as a right and as a necessity 
the return of the German colonies, and declared that German 
influence must be extended in eastern Europe. He claimed that 
Nazi Germany was the chief bulwark of Europe against Commu- 
nism, and his purpose seemed to be to form a central European 
block of Fascist states to oppose the Soviet Union. In short, 
having rearmed Germany, Hitler revived the old German policy 
of a Drang nach Osten — “Drive to the East.^' The first crucial 
steps in this drive to the east were the annexation of Austria and 
Czechoslovakia (pp. 817, 820). 

Russia under Joseph Stalin, 1928-. When Lenin died in 1924, 
two men were rivals for the direction of Soviet policy: Leon 
Trotsky, Kommissar of War, and Joseph Stalin, Secretary of the 
Communist party, Lenin preferred Trotsky as his successor. He 
said that Stalin was selfish and unreliable. But Stalin was a far 
shrewder politician than Trotsky, and by 1928 he was strong 
enough to expel Trotsky from the party and drive him into exile. 
Since that time Stalin has been the real ruler of Russia. 

Stalin and Trotsky differed on two points of policy. One was 
whether the Soviet Union should actively support the Communist 
revolution in all countries. Trotsky believed that Communism 
could not be established successfully in one country ; Stalin believed 
that it could. During Stalin’s regime the principle of world revolu- 
tion was virtually abandoned. Instead of stirring up revolution 
in other countries, Stalin tried to win their good-will, to obtain 
loans, to secure official recognition, to enter into friendly under- 
standings, especially with democratic countries such as France, 
which were opposed to the Fascist countries. He therefore urged 
Communists in other countries to unite with socialist and liberal 
parties in a “Popular Front” against conservative and fascist 
parties. In short, Russian policy abroad ceased to be revolutionary 
and became nationalist. 

The other point of difference was that Trotsky favored the 
abolition of the Nep (p. 787) and a return to the policy of national- 
ization of land and industry. Stalin at first opposed this, but, 
having got rid of Trotsky, he adopted his idea. In 1928 the gov- 
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eminent adopted a Five-Year Plan” for the regulation and speed- 
ing up of production. The chief object of the plan was to create 
production goods ” that is, machines and factories for the 
making of goods to be consumed. In 1933 a second Five-Year 
Plan was adopted, with emphasis on creating consumption goods. 
In 1938 a third Five-Year Plan was adopted. For many reasons, 
such as lack of technical skill, actual production did not measure 
up to the goals set by the plans, although it was made to appear 
to do so. Nevertheless, at the end of the first five years, the Soviet 
Union had made notable advances in creating industrial equip- 
ment. The masses of people, however, were living in poverty and 
destitution. This was partly the result of the resistance of the 
peasants to the nationalization of the land. 

In 1929-1930 the government began to take control of the land 
in order to increase production by large-scale farming with the 
most scientific equipment and methods. First, it established 
some large state farms {Sovkhozes). Aside from these it forced 
the peasants to unite their small farms into large ^ co-operative ” 
farms {Kolhozes). In this way private property was virtually 
abolished. The farms were managed by the government; the 
peasants were virtually agricultural wage earners employed by the 
state. 

The peasants were generally opposed to these measures. Re- 
sistance took the form of planting only enough for their own 
needs, and slaughtering their cattle to prevent them from being 
taken by the government. The result was a marked decline in 
production of grain and domestic animals in 1932, and in 1933 a 
disastrous and widespread famine. The government might have 
relieved the famine by purchasing food abroad, but to break the 
resistance of the peasants it let them starve. It is estimated that 
from three to five million people died. Resistance was broken 
also by sending thousands of peasants in freight cars off to work 
under forced labor in Siberia and elsewhere. The nationalization 
of the land was accomplished in this way, but with a cost in 
suffering and in life that had had no parallel in modern 
times. 

The poverty and distress of the years 1933-1935 naturally 
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created a good deal of discontent and criticism, even within the 
Communist party, if not with the policies, at least with the methods, 
of Stalin. It was felt that Stalin was abandoning some of the 
fundamental ideas of Marxian Communism. One of the ideas 
of Communism was that when all industry was owned and managed 
by the government, the fierce competition for wages and profits 
that prevailed in other countries would disappear. All workers 
would be assured of work by the government, all would receive 
about the same wages, and no one would need to worry about 
money or be jealous of others because they were rich. But when 
no one expects to get higher wages or salaries by working hard, 
few people will bother to work hard. The Five-Year Plan called 
for a certain amount of goods every year, but it was found that the 
proper amount was not being turned out, partly because Russian 
workers lacked sufficient technical skill, partly because the workers 
loafed on the job. 

To remedy this many skilled technicians were called in from 
abroad — from . England, Germany, the United States. They 
of course had to be paid high wages and salaries. This in some 
measure created jealousy and discontent among Russian workers. 
To satisfy the Russian workers, and give them an incentive to 
work harder and master their jobs, wages and salaries came to 
be based on the skill and industry of the worker, just as in other 
countries. Thus there came to be a difference between the incomes 
of skilled and unskilled workers — a difference as great relatively 
as in capitalist countries. Instead of a classless society there 
appeared under new forms the old classes — rich, well-to-do, and 
poor ; the ruling and the subject class ; the powerful and the 
helpless. To many ^‘Old Bolsheviks,’^ men who had been asso- 
ciated with Lenin, this seemed to be an abandonment of the com- 
munist ideal 

Another idea of Communism was that the suppression of free 
discussion would be only temporary. When the new communist 
society was firmly established, and the opposition to it disappeared, 
there would be freedom to discuss the policies of the government. 
Under Lenin there had been a good deal of such freedom, at least 
among members of the Communist party. But under Stalin, 
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instead of more freedom of discussion and criticism, there was 
less. 

These and other measures of the Stalin regime seemed to be 
a renunciation of the communist ideals of democratic equality 
and freedom. Trotsky, living in exile, denounced Stalin for hav- 
ing '‘betrayed the Revolution,” for having abandoned the ideas 
of Marx and Lenin. Many "Old Bolsheviks,” who had been 
associated with Lenin and Trotsky in the early years of the Revo- 
lution, more or less sympathized with this idea. The result was 
that a certain anti-Stalin movement developed. 

Since opposition could not be openly expressed, it is difficult to 
know how widespread the opposition was. At any rate, during 
the years 1936-1938 the government undertook a "purge” of 
those who were said to be in opposition. Many of the most 
prominent members of the Communist party, including most of 
the Old Bolsheviks, were charged with disloyalty, "sabotage,” 
and conspiring with the Japanese and German governments to 
overthrow the Communist regime. They were brought to trial, 
were forced to make detailed "confessions” of Trotskyism and 
fascist conspiracy, and were executed. 

It was perhaps as a concession to the widespread discontent 
that Stalin promulgated a new constitution, in form more demo- 
cratic than the old one, which was adopted by popular vote in 
1936. But the new constitution in reality changed nothing. 
Stalin himself said that it "leaves unchanged the leading position 
of the Communist party.” 

Twenty years after the revolution, the Soviet government had 
achieved one object of the " scientific socialist program — the 
nationalization of land and industry. Otherwise it had so far 
failed. The Soviet Union was by no means a free, classless society 
enjoying an equitable distribution of wealth. It was not a demo- 
cratic society governed by the workers. It was an arbitrary 
despotism controlled by a man and a small party, who directed, 
presumably for the good of aU, the lives of the millions of people 
in that vast land. 

International relations: the trend towards war. During the 
years following the Great Depression three wars broke out — the 
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Italian conquest of Ethiopia, the Spanish Civil War, and the 
Japanese war against China. These conflicts greatly increased 
tension in Europe, and, together with the aggressive policy of 
Germany, created in 1938-1939 the most serious international 
crisis since 1914. 

1. Italian conquest of Ethiopia^ ^ 93 ^- Before the rise of Hitler, 
Mussolini talked more belligerently than he acted. The estab- 
lishment of a Fascist state in Germany strengthened his position. 
Like Hitler, Mussolini claimed that for economic reasons Italy 
needed colonies. He decided that Ethiopia, adjoining Italy ^s 
Somaliland, and the one large country in Africa not possessed 
by European states, was essential for Italy’s welfare. Having 
settled some difficulties with France, he therefore found a pretext 
for quarrel, and in October, 1935, began the military invasion of 
the “backward country” of King Hailie Selassie. 

This high-handed action created a diplomatic crisis in Europe. 
France and England were strongly opposed to Mussolini’s project, 
England especially because the occupation of Ethiopia would 
endanger her control of the Red Sea and the route to India. A 
British naval force was sent to the Mediterranean. Attempts 
were made to buy off Mussolini by conceding to him a part of 
Ethiopia. Failing in this, the League of Nations, for the first 
time in its history, applied the “economic sanctions,” that is, a 
boycott (p. 758). Fifty countries agreed to prohibit the importa- 
tion of Italian commodities, and the export to Italy of coal, oil, 
iron, and other things. In spite of protests and sanctions, Mussolini 
persisted. In May, 1936, his army entered the capital, Addis 
Ababa, and Ethiopia was formally annexed to Italy. England 
and France accepted the accomplished fact. But in England it 
was felt that failure to check Mussolini was the result of unprepared- 
ness for war ; and in 1937 the government appropriated some seven 
billion dollars for strengthening the army and navy during the 
next five years. 

2. The civil war in Spain, ipj 6 -ipjp. In the nineteenth century 
Spain, once the dominant military state in Europe, gradually 
ceased to be one of the great powers. After the overthrow of 
the Spanish monarchy by Napoleon in 1808, the Spanish colonies 
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(c) International News 

Street Barricade in Barcelona 

Spanish government forces defending Barcelona, Spain’s largest commercial 
center, in the last days of the Spanish Civil War. 

in South America (and Brazil, which belonged to Portugal) revolted, 
and by 1830 had won their independence. The great leader of 
this revolution was Simon Bolivar, often called the '^George Wash- 
ington of South America.” 

Spain itself, besides losing her colonies, was further weakened 
by repeated revolutions and changes of government. Revolutions 
occurred in 1820, 1833, 1868, 1923, and 1931. The government 
was a constitutional monarchy, in form but not always in reality, 
until 1873; then a republic until 1875; then a constitutional 
monarchy until 1923; then a dictatorship until 1931; then a 
republic once more. These frequent changes were the result 
of many things, but in recent years the chief cause of disturbance 
has been the bitter conflict between the powerful and wealthy 
aristocracy and the mass of people. The aristocracy consists 
of families who own the great landed estates, supported by the 
Church, the army, and the big business interests. The great 
majority of the people, peasants and workers, are mostly illiterate 
and desperately poor. 
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In 1931 the dictatorship of Primo de Rivera was overthrown, 
and a democratic republic established. There followed a bitter 
struggle between the conservative parties of the Right (repre- 
senting the great landowners, the Church, and the army) and 
the liberal and radical parties of the Left (representing the lower 
middle classes, intellectuals, peasants, and workers). In the 
elections of 1936 the Left parties gained control of the government, 
and initiated a drastic socialistic program designed to , limit the 
privileges of the Church, break up the great estates, and make a 
more equitable distribution of wealth among the people. The 
elections were followed by strikes, seizure of land by the peasants, 
and sporadic fighting in many places. The army threatened to take 
control, and some regiments started a rebellion against the govern- 
ment. Thus the civil war began (July, 1936). 

About 90 per cent of the officers and two thirds of the soldiers 
joined the rebellion under the lead of General Franco. The Rebels 
had the support of the great landowners, most of the clergy, and 
the big business interests. The government was supported by 
the remnant of the army, the '‘shock police,’' the civil guards, 
the air force and the navy, and the majority of the people (Loyalists). 
As the war developed, many prominent middle class liberal leaders 
virtually withdrew, leaving the- direction of the Loyalist cause to 
the radical parties — Socialists, Communists, Syndicalists, and 
Anarchists. Meantime, the Rebels were weakened by conflicting 
aims. In September General Franco declared Tor a fascist state, 
the breakup of the great estates, and anti-clerical measures. This 
was designed to win popular support, but it displeased the land- 
owners and the clergy, who declared for restoration of the monarchy. 

In itself the civil war would have been only another Spanish 
civil war, of little interest to the outside world. But it was at 
once regarded as a crucial- struggle between the irreconcilable 
principles of communism and fascism in Europe. The Soviet 
Union sent aid to the Loyalists ; Italy and Germany to the Rebels ; 
people in the democratic countries were divided, some thinking 
communism, some thinking fascism the greater danger. Further- 
more, Italy and Germany wished to secure control of the mineral 
resources in Spain. By the end of 1936 it was estimated that there 
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were 50,000 foreigners of twelve nationalities fighting in Spain: 
for the Rebels 30,000, mostly Germans, Italians, and Portuguese; 
for the Loyalists 20,000, chiefly Russians, French, English, and 
Americans. 

Thus the war developed, desperate, ruthless, barbaric on both 
sides. The Rebels, having the advantage of a trained army and 
equipment sent from Italy and Germany, gained control of the 
western two thirds of Spain. In March and April, 1938, the Rebel 
forces won decisive advantages. The war - continued, however, 
until 1939? when the fail of Barcelona in January virtually ended 
resistance to General Franco. The surrender of Madrid, on March 
28, 1939, ended the long civil war. 

The new government, with General Franco as its head, aligned 
itself with the Fascist powers, Germany and Italy. With many 
cities in ruins, however, and thousands suffering from starvation 
and privation, Spain^s chief attention was on its own internal 
troubles. There is little reason to think that the war solved her 
deep-seated social problems. 

3. Japanese invasion of China^ After the Boxer 

Rebellion (p. 619) there developed a reform movement in China, 
the object of which was to establish a government strong enough 
to defend the country against the aggression of foreign states. The 
result was the overthrow of the ancient Manchu monarchy and 
the creation of the Chinese Republic (1912). But the new form 
of government proved scarcely more efficient than the old. China 
is an immense country, without adequate means of transportation, 
inhabited by people of diverse languages, with little sense of national 
unity, and little inclination or talent for acquiring western scientific 
methods in industrial and military organization. China therefore 
continued to be an easy prey for aggressive states ; and during and 
after the Great War, when European powers were fully occupied 
with their own difficulties, there was nothing to prevent the Japanese 
from continuing their former policy of exploiting their rich but 
helpless neighbor. 

Japan is a small country, densely populated, without adequate 
resources for the industrial civilization which it has created. More 
than most countries it can reasonably claim a need for additional 
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territory for economic expansion. Under the forms of a consti- 
tutional monarchy, Japan is governed by the educated and wealthy 
upper classes, and in no other country does the army exercise so 
great a control over the policies of the civil government. The 
ruling classes, and especially the army, are convinced, not only 
that Japan for economic reasons needs additional territory, but 
that it is the divine mission of Japan to spread its civilization 
throughout the Far East. This combination of economic need 
and mystical faith in their country’s mission helps to explain the 
direct and ruthless and apparently cynical methods which the 
Japanese have employed in their relations with the Chinese. 

After the Russo-Japanese war (p. 621) Japan gained control 
of Korea (Chosen, annexed in 1910) and certain rights in the 
Chinese province of Manchuria. In 1931 Manchuria was virtually 
controlled by the Chinese ''war lord, ’’^Marshal Chang, who was 
hostile to Japanese industrial and commercial activities in the 
province. Encouraged by a division between the Chinese authori- 
ties of Canton and Nanking, the Japanese made a conquest of 
Manchuria and set up there a puppet state of Manchukuo under 
the nominal rule of the former boy emperor of China, Hsuan Tung. 
The European powers protested, and in 1933 the League of Nations 
declared Japan an aggressor nation. Japan thereupon announced 
its withdrawal from the League. In 1934 it proclaimed Manchukuo 
an independent state under Hsuan Tung as emperor, and declared 
that Japan assumed "exclusive responsibility for the maintenance 
of peace in the Far East.” Having established its power in Man- 
chukuo, it was prepared for further "penetration ” of northern China. 

Japan had little to fear from European powers. The Soviet 
Union was fully occupied at home with the problem of industrial 
and social reform. Germany and Italy tacitly supported Japan 
as a fascist state. England and France were occupied by the 
difficulties arising from the Italian conquest of Ethiopia and the 
civil war in Spain. 

In 1937, without declaring war, the conquest of China which 
began with the conquest of Manchukuo was resumed. One army 
operated on the lower Yangzte Kiang, the other north of the Yellow 
(Hwang) River. So large a country as China could hardly be 
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occupied by any number of armies. The object apparently was 
to take possession of the chief cities and ports on the coast, and 
to control the main highways and railways and strategic points 
of the adjacent interior. By the winter of 1938 the Japanese were 
in possession of Shanghai, richest city in China, and Nanking, the 
capital, both on the lower Yangtze Kiang; of the principal port 
cities north of Shanghai; of Peiping (Peking), the former capital; 
and of the main highways and railroads north of the Yellow River. 

Their next object was Hankow, the most important railroad 
center still occupied by the Chinese. In spite of reverses during 
the summer, they succeeded in October in taking not only Hankow 
but also Canton, chief city of southern China. Thus by 1939 the 
Chinese connections with the coast and to most sources of supply 
for munitions were cut off, and it seemed that further resistance 
on their part would be reduced to guerilla warfare. 

Like the Italian conquest of Ethiopia and the Spanish civil 
war, the Japanese invasion of China intensified international friction 
in Europe and throughout the world. Germany and Italy were 
friendly to Japan, while France, England, the United States, the 
smaller democratic countries, and the Soviet Union were hostile. 
Meantime, in 1938 and 1939, the aggressive policy of Germany 
created the most serious international crisis since the beginning of 
World War I. 

QUESTIONS 

1. Give a brief account of the extension of self-government in the 
British Empire since World War I (1914-1918). What effect did this 
war have on democracy in England? France? The small democratic 
countries ? 

2. What was the Weimar Assembly? In what ways did the new 
German government resemble that of the United States? What pro- 
visions in the constitution were ^^socialistic”? What effects did the 
fall of the mark have in Germany? How was the mark stabilized? 
How did economic conditions make the Republic unpopular? 

3. Why did the Italian government become unpopular after World 
War I? Why was the Fascist movement popular? How did Mussolini 
get control of the government? How did he deal with the conflict 
between capital and labor? How did he make peace with the Pope? 
What is meant by ‘totalitarian state” ? 
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4. How did the Bolshevist party gain control in Russia ? What was 
the Cheka? What ideas of Marx did Lenin adopt? How did the 
constitution of 1918 differ from that of the United States? How did 
Lenin try to '‘nationalize” land and industry? What was the Nep, and 
why was it adopted? Tell something about education in Russia under 
the Soviet government. 

5. Why did the French occupy the Ruhr? Why was Germany 
required to pay reparations? What were the "war debts”? What 
was the connection between reparations and war debts? Why were 
neither reparations nor war debts paid? 

6. What did the League of Nations do between 1919 and 1929? 
What was the World Court? What was its "voluntary” and its "com- 
pulsory” jurisdiction? How did it differ from the Hague Tribunal? 

7. What was done to bring about disarmament? What was the 
purpose of the Locarno treaties? Who started the movement to "out- 
law war”? What was the Paris Pact? The Four Power Pact? 

8. Tell something about the Great Depression. W^’hat is meant by 
"going off the gold standard”? Why did governments go off the gold 
standard? Why did the depression strengthen the sentiment of nation- 
alism ? 

9. Why did the Great Depression make the German Republic more 
unpopular than ever? How did Hitler gain followers and overthrow 
the Republic? How did Hitler "unify” the German people? How 
did he make Germany a strong state again? How did he make Germany 
"self-sufficient? What was his foreign policy? What were the first 
steps in his "drive to the East” in 1938? 

10. Why was Trotsky exiled from the Soviet Union? What changes 
did Stalin make in the policies of the Soviet government? How did 
Stalin break the resistance of the peasants? What were the "purges” 
of 1937-1938 and why were they thought necessary? To what extent 
has the Soviet government realized the ideals of the "scientific” social- 
ists? In what respects has it failed? 

11. Why did Mussolini wish to conquer Ethiopia? Why did the 
conquest create a serious international situation? How long was he 
able to hold this country? 

12. What conditions in Spain led to the civil war? What classes 
supported the government, and what classes supported the Rebels? 
Why did other countries give aid to one side or the other ? 

13. Why did the Japanese think it necessary to make a conquest 
of China? How was the state of Manchukuo established? How did 
the conquest proceed? 
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Planning Allied Strategy 

Stalin, Roosevelt, and Churchill in Teheran, Iran, late in November, 1943 


C HAPTER XXIV. THE SECOND AND MORE DISASTROUS 
WORLD WAR 

Or is it that im really feel 
A gathering in the air of something that hates 
Humanity. . . d Robinson Jefeers 

The responsibility for World War II. The rulers of three nations 
were responsible for World War II. All civilized nations had 
pledged themselves to settle international disputes by peaceful 
means and had renounced war. But Japan, Italy, and Cxermany 
chose to gain their ends by force. Coveting the lands and resources 
of other peoples, these nations prepared to wage wars of conquest. 
The League of Nations could not deal with such outlaw nations. 

All other civilized nations wanted peace, but none of them were 
willing to use force to preserve peace. Perhaps if the nations 
wanting peace had united in a policy of “ Collective Security,’’ they 
might have prevented war. But the small nations, having little 

1 From Nerves, in Be Angry at the Sun, by Robinson Jeffers, courtesy of Random House. 
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German Troops Take Over Austria — March, 1938 

A powerful armored car of the motorized units is seen at the left. In October, 
1938, German. troops marched into what was formerly Czechoslovak territory. 

confidence in the large states, hoped that their neutrality would 
be respected. The large nations adopted a policy of appeasement. 

Stalin, fearing Hitler^s ‘‘drive to the East,’^ urged other nations 
to join Russia in checking the growing power of Germany. But 
the statesmen in the democracies did not understand Hitler as 
well as Stalin did, and many people in the democracies really 
feared communistic Russia more than Nazi Germany. They be- 
lieved Hitler when he said that a strong Germany would prevent 
the spread of Bolshevism to the west. The Germans, it was 
hoped, would be satisfied if they regained the territory which had 
been taken from them after World War I. So France and Britain 
made no effort to enforce the Treaty of Versailles. Hitler was 
allowed to build a strong army; to occupy the Rhineland; to 
become strong enough to undertake his “drive to the East.’’ 

Hitler^s drive to the East ” : The annexation of Austria and 
the start of a European war, 1939. The first step in the German 
“drive to the East” (p. 806) was the annexation of Austria. At 
the Peace Conference the Allies had justified the breakup of the 
old Austro-Hungarian monarchy on the basis of “ self-determination 
of nations” (p. 742). Hitler adopted the principle of “self-deter- 
mination of nations” and announced that, in accordance with this 
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principle, it would be Germany’s task to liberate Germans from 
alien rule/^ As soon as he acquired power in Germany, he began 
to promote the Nazi movement in Austria with the object of 
effecting a union of the two countries. In 1934 an attempt to 
establish a Nazi regime in Austria, with the aid of Germany, re- 
sulted in the assassination of Chancellor Dollfuss, but was other- 
wise a failure. 

Nevertheless, the Nazi movement increased in strength, and 
in 193^ Hitler took the first step toward open intervention by 
forcing the Austrian ^ government to appoint certain Nazis to 
high governmental office. Hoping to maintain its independence, 
the Austrian government suddenly announced that a plebiscite 
would be held to determine whether the Austrian people desired 
to be united with Germany. It is probable that a plebiscite would 
have resulted in a majority against the union; and to prevent the 
plebiscite from being held Hitler at once marched troops into 
Austria, took charge of the government, and announced that hence- 
forth Austria was part of the German Empire (March, 1938). 
Having thus intervened and ruthlessly suppressed all opposition, 
Hitler himself announced a plebiscite, the result of which was an 
all but unanimous vote in favor of annexation (April, 1938). 

Both England and France protested this interference in the 
affairs of a neighboring state, but there was little else they could 
do since so large a proportion of Austrians desired the union. The 
essential question was Hitler’s intention in respect to Czechoslo- 
vakia, the one remaining democratic country in eastern Europe, 
entirely surrounded by Fascist states. This country, set within 
the circle of the Bohemian (Sudeten) mountains, was a serious 
obstacle to Hitler’s drive to the east.” Its chief political defense 
was its alliance with Russia and France ; its chief military defense, 
the strongly fortified Bohemian mountain range. Hitler’s main 
aims were to gain control of this strategic mountain range, and to 
force Czechoslovakia to renounce its alliance with Russia and 
France, This would make it possible for Germany not only to 
exercise political control in eastern Europe but also to tap its 
economic resources. 

Fortunately for Hitler, there were in the Bohemian mountain 
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regions from two to three million Sudeten Germans subject to 
Czechoslovak rule. The Sudeten Germans were far more justly 
treated than any other minority group in eastern Europe. But 
there was some discontent among them, and Hitler made use of 
this discontent to promote a Nazi movement in the Sudeten lands. 
The leader of the movement was Konrad Henlein, who demanded 
for the Sudetens complete local autonomy. In spite of concessions 
by the government of Czechoslovakia, disturbances increased 
during the summer of 1938. In September Hitler declared that 
the situation was intolerable and must be settled immediately. 
What Hitler’s intentions were is not clear, but he was not satisfied 
with any concessions the Czechoslovak government was willing 
to make. 

With danger of war acute, the British Prime Minister, Neville 
Chamberlain, took the unprecedented step of flying to Germany to 
have a personal interview with Hitler at Berchtesgaden (Sept. 15). 
Chamberlain was appalled by the prospect of another European 
war. He believed that a war against Germany, even if successful, 
would neither save democracy in Czechoslovakia nor restore it in 
Germany, but would rather prepare the way for unbridled anarchy 
or establishment of Communism in central and eastern Europe. 
He had therefore, with the approval of France, informed Czecho- 
slovakia that she must cede some of the Sudeten lands to Germany, 
otherwise neither France nor Great Britain could promise to support 
her. At Berchtesgaden the terms of the transfer were tentatively 
agreed upon by Chamberlain and Hitler. 

At a second interview at Godesberg, Hitler made further demands, 
which Chamberlain could not accept. Hitler declared that if his 
demands were not met by October i, 1938, he would march into 
Czechoslovakia. At this point Mussolini suggested a conference 
consisting of himself, Hitler, Chamberlain, and the French premier, 
Daladier. The conference was held at Munich, September 29, and 
there it was agreed: (i) that the Sudeten regions containing a 
majority of Germans according to the last census before the war of 
1914 should be ceded to Germany ; (2) that in certain other regions 
plebiscites be held to determine whether or not these regions should 
be ceded to Germany. 
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The transfers of territory were carried out in the months imme- 
diately following. This settlement was a striking diplomatic vic- 
tory for Hitler, who obtained all that he expected, and possibly more. 

Hitler had promised that he would never make further demands 
for territory in Europe, but in March, 1939, he encouraged Slovakia 
to declare its independence, and forcibly annexed to Germany 
Bohemia and the greater part of Moravia (map, above), thus 
destroying the independent state of Czechoslovakia. Shortly after, 
he began to demand the city of Danzig and the Polish Corridor. 
At about the same time Mussolini suddenly sent troops into the 
little kingdom of Albania on the Adriatic coast and without en- 
countering much resistance conquered that country. 

The chief result of these acts of aggression was a change in British- 
French policy. Both countries made an agreement with Poland 
to aid her with all their forces if Poland found it necessary to resist 
German aggression by force. They also attempted to bring 
Rumania, Greece, Turkey, and Soviet Russia into a general alliance 
with themselves and Poland against Germany and Italy. The 
negotiations with Russia were still in progress when, in August, 
1939, Germany and Russia signed a friendly non-aggression pact. 
Hitler signed the pact to prevent Russia from joining France and 
Great Britain and to obtain needed supplies. Stalin signed it in 
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order to strengthen his frontier against Germany. Having thus 
detached Russia from the western powers, Hitier pressed his 
demands with renewed vigor. 

Great Britain and France made repeated proposals for settling 
the questions at issue, either (i) by direct negotiations between 
Poland and Germany, or (2) by a European conference ; but both 
warned Germany that they would defend Poland against forcible 
aggression. Hitler finally prepared a sixteen-point memorandum 
outlining his demands and concessions. He demanded the im- 
mediate cession of Danzig. He suggested a plebiscite (all Germans 
living in the Corridor when it was ceded to Poland to be allowed to 
vote) to determine whether the Corridor should go to Germany. 
If the Corridor went to Germany, Poland should have a corridor 
across the Corridor ; if it remained with Poland, Germany should 
have a corridor across the Corridor. 

If these demands were granted, Hitler would be willing to enter a 
European conference to consider disarmament and the return of 
former German colonies. Poland was asked to send at once a 
special plenipotentiary to Berlin to consider these demands. 

Poland refused to surrender Danzig, and declined to send a special 
plenipotentiary to Berlin, but was willing to negotiate through 
ordinary diplomatic channels. As the crisis became more tense, all 
four powers prepared for war by partial or complete mobilization. 
On September i, without declaring war, Germany began military 
operations against Poland ; on September 3, after an ultimatum to 
Germany to withdraw its troops from Poland, both Great Britain 
and France declared war against Germany. 

The war thus started developed gradually into a world war. In 
this development we can note six stages: (i) The War in Europe, 
1939--1941 ; (2) The Russian War begins, 1941-1942 ; (3) The 
War in the Far East and the Pacific, 1941- ; (4) The War in 
the Mediterranean, 1942- ; (5) The Russian War, 1942-; 

(6) Preparations for Peace. 

I, The War in Europe, 1939-1941 

Genaan conquests in continental Europe, 1939-1940. On 
September 17, after German armies had overrun and devastated 
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western Poland, Russian armies invaded Poland from the east, 
and within a short time Poland was divided between Germany and 
Russia. Russia then demanded, and was granted, the right to 
establish military and naval bases in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. 
Similar demands upon Finland were rejected, but after 105 days of 
heroic resistance Finland was forced to cede to Russia her fortified 
frontier north of Leningrad, control of the harbor of Petsamo, and 
the right to build a railroad across northern Finland to Sweden. 

France and Great Britain could not send an army to fight in 
Poland. They could fight Germany directly only on the French- 
German frontier. They could also use their navies to destroy 
German shipping and prevent Germany from importing supplies 
through the North Sea and the Mediterranean. Yet for eight 
months, with the exception of some naval conflicts between Ger- 
many and Great Britain, there was practically no fighting. 

The French-German frontier was heavily fortified, on the French 
side by the Maginot Line, on the German by the Siegfried Line. 
For either side to break the enemy line would cost, it was thought, 
in men and equipment about three times as much as to defend its 
own. Hitler did not wish to take the offensive so long as there was 
a chance that France would make peace. The Allies did not wish 
to take the offensive because they were better prepared than Ger- 
many for a long war ; by defending the western frontier and tight- 
ening up the naval blockade, they hoped that in time, from lack 
of essential supplies, Germany would be forced to submit. 

Hitler understood this, and since neither England nor France 
would make peace, he was forced to take the offensive. April 9, 
1940, German armies invaded Norway, occupied Oslo, the capital, 
and within a few weeks were in control of Norway’s chief western 
ports, including Trondheim, where the establishment of airports 
and submarine bases would enable the Germans to operate more 
effectively against the British blockade. 

This was but a prelude to the main offensive. Hitler realized 
that his best chance of winning the war was to risk everything on 
a Blitzkrieg (lightning war), a sudden tremendous smash through 
Belgium into France. He hoped for a decisive victory before the 
Allies could bring into play their superior long-time resources. 
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On May lo, without warning, German armies invaded Luxembourg, 
Belgium, and the Netherlands (the name by which Holland is now 
known). They employed the same tactics as in Poland. Largely 
ignoring fortified places, they drove a kind of flying-wedge of 
heavily armored tanks, supported by bombing planes, into enemy 
country. With terrific destruction these blasted a way for the 
infantry. 

Within five days the Netherlands was conquered and the Allied 
line was pushed back into western Belgium and northern France. 
Steadily the French were forced to retreat toward Soissons and 
Amiens. Within a few weeks the Allied line was broken. One 
German army occupied several of the Channel ports in France and 
attempted to surround the English and Belgian armies. The un- 
expected surrender by King Leopold of the entire Belgian army left 
the English armies in a desperate situation. A masterly retreat 
enabled them to reach Dunkirk, where, in spite of heavy German 
bombing, most of them were rescued by English and French boats. 
They reached England with the main part of their forces intact 
but with the loss of all equipment. 

With northern France in their control, the Germans rapidly 
drove the French armies south beyond Paris. The French govern- 
ment, which had left Paris for Bordeaux, believing that further 
resistance was useless, surrendered, signing an armistice on June 22. 
The armistice contained many provisions designed to establish 
German control, but the chief one was the provision that France 
should be divided into two parts. The larger part — northern 
France, including all of the northern and western seaboard — was 
to be occupied and governed directly by Germany; the smaller 
part — southern France — was permitted to have its own govern- 
ment, but only with many restrictions which made it virtually 
dependent on Germany, A French government, essentially fascist 
in its character, was set up at Vichy under Marshal Petain, July 2, 
1940. 

The rapid and complete collapse of French resistance, within 
little more than a month of actual fighting, astonished everyone 
except the Germans, and even the Germans were somewhat aston- 
ished. Many influences contributed to the collapse. It was in 
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Two Raiders of the Deep Take Shape 


Despite treaties and agreements, Germany built up her armed strength. In this shipyard “some- 
where in Germany,” U-boats only were built. Why has Germany relied heavily on U-boats in 

wartime? 
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part the result of three fatal mistakes on the part of the French. 
First, they relied for defense too much on the strongly fortified 
Maginot Line. Second, they either did not expect the Germans 
to strike through Belgium, or, if they did, had made no adequate 
preparations for defense on the Belgian frontier. Third, they 
failed to foresee the new German methods of warfare, and were 
totally unprepared with the very weapons which gave Germany 
her immense superiority — bombing planes and fast-moving 
armored tanks. 

'The Battle of Britain, I940“i94i, Most people in Europe and 
the United States were convinced that, with the collapse of France, 
Hitler had virtually won the war. It seemed to them impossible 
that England, left alone without allies on the continent, could long 
resist the superior German military and air force. Mussolini was 
so sure of German victory that on June lo, twelve days before the 
French signed the Armistice, he entered the war, expecting to get 
something for himself. Hitler believed that after a little bombing 
the English would soften up’’ and ask for peace ; if they did not, 
he would invade and conquer the country as he had conquered 
France. In August, 1940, as a preparation for invasion, he began 
a terrific and almost continuous bombing of English cities, and 
confidently predicted that by the middle of September England 
would submit. But Hitler had completely misjudged the English 
people, and this turned out to be his first serious blunder. 

The only people who did not know that the English people were 
as good as beaten were the English people themselves. They 
proved, as they had done before, that they are at their best when 
everything seems lost. Then they rally, they unite, and they 
exhibit to the best advantage their essential qualities ■ — intelligence, 
courage, and ability to take it. Week after week, month after 
month they took the bombing with its ruthless destruction bf 
their cities. They took it calmly, with their accustomed sense of 
humor, above all with the tenacious will not to surrender. The 
bombing did not destroy their morale, but improved it ; and their 
air force, so far from being destroyed, did heroic service in defending 
the island, in damaging the French ports, and in preventing the 
Germans from even attempting to invade their country. With 
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the coming of cloudy weather and the long nights, the bombing 
became less effective ; and by the beginning of 1941 even Hitler 
must have realized that his plan for a Blitzkrieg conquest of 
England had failed. In losing the Battle of Britain, Hitler lost 
his one favorable chance of destroying British power and winning 
a quick victory. The heroic resistance of the British people, under 
the leadership of their great statesman, Winston Churchill, fighting 
alone against desperate odds, with nothing to rely upon except 
their own courage and the hope of American aid, was one of the 
turning points in the war — - the first of three events that made the 
ultimate defeat of Hitler possible. The second of these events was 
Hitler’s attack on Russia.- 

II. The Russian War Begins, 1941-1942 
Hitler invades Russia. Failing to conquer England, Hitler 
turned next to the Near East, hoping to destroy British power 
in Egypt and the Suez Canal. In this project Mussolini could be of 
assistance ; and so Mussolini found that he could not after all get 
something for nothing. Whether on his own or at the command of 
Hitler, Mussolini suddenly invaded Greece from Albania (October, 
1940), and at about the same time invaded Eg}Tt from Tripoli, 
He failed disastrously in both places. The Greeks drove the Italian 
armies back in confusion. The British armies in Egypt, under 
General Wavell, pushed the Italians back into Tripoli, and by 
May, 1941, had reconquered Ethiopia from the Italians and restored 
its former king, Hailie Selassie, to the throne. To bolster up the 
feeble Mussolini and check the British victories, German forces 
under General Rommel were transported to North Africa, and 
the British were driven back into Egypt. The British had weak- 
ened their forces in Egypt by sending troops to help their ally, 
Greece. But this aid was not strong enough to save the Greeks. 
In April, 1941, German armies invaded and conquered Yugoslavia 
and Greece * and in May and June the island of Crete was con- 
quered from the British. 

At that time it looked as though Hitler was preparing for the 
invasion and conquest of North Africa, Egypt, and the Suez Canal. 
In fact, he was preparing for an attack on Russia. On June 22, 
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1941, he suddenly invaded Russia on a two thousand mile front 
from Leningrad to Bessarabia. 

Hitler had, in 1939, astonished the world by renouncing his 
crusade against ‘‘Bolshevism’’ and forming a ten year non-aggres- 
sion pact with his former enemy. He now astonished the world 
by deliberately breaking the pact and forcing Russia to enter the 
war. His reasons for this sudden reversal of policy are not very 
clear. He probably counted on destroying the Russian armies in a 
few months, which would have given him the rich agricultural 
country of the Ukraine and the oil wells of the Caucasus, and would 
have enabled him to bring all of his forces to the conquest of Great 
Britain. 

Whatever his reasons, Hitler’s attack on Russia was a great 
blunder. It may have astonished the world, but it did not astonish 
the Russians. Stalin had had no more confidence in Hitler’s 
promises than Hitler had had in those of Stalin. For several years 
Stalin had been preparing for a war wdth Germany. The prepara- 
tions had been kept well hidden apparently, because the Russian 
armies proved to be immensely stronger than anyone, including 
Hitler, supposed they were. It is true that the Russian armies 
were driven back by the concerted German attack. But, as they 
retreated, they destroyed or removed everything that could be of 
use to the Germans ; and the Germans, so far from destroying the 
Russian armies, were not able to take either Leningrad or Moscow 
or Sevastopol before the cold Russian winter set in. Expecting 
to win the war quickly, the Germans were not prepared for winter 
fighting. The Russians were. As a result, from December, 1941, 
to May, 1942, the Germans were forced to retreat. They lost only 
about one- third of the territory they had won, and they still held 
Smolensk, Kiev, and Kharkov ; but they suffered heavy losses in 
men and equipment, and, after a year of desperate fighting, they 
were no nearer achieving their objective than they had been at the 
beginning. 

This was the second major defeat for Hitler. For the first time, 
instead of boasting of his victories, he warned the German people 
that the war might last another winter. Meantime, a third event 
had occurred which still further diminished Hitler’s chances for 
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success. This was the entrance of the United States into the 
war. 

III. The War in the Far East and the Pacific, 1941-- 

The policy of the United States before December 7, 1941. 
At the beginning of the war in 1939, the people of the United 
States were united in their desire to keep out of it. This feeling 
was so strong that the government virtually abandoned its rights 
as a neutral nation by adopting two measures : one measure 
prohibited American citizens or ships from entering certain ‘^war 
zones” ; the other made it unlawful to sell war commodities to any 
belligerent country, unless the country bought and paid cash for 
them in this country and carried them away in their own ships 
(‘Tash and carry” plan). 

After the conquest of France this ‘isolationist” sentiment was 
modified. There had never been any pro-Nazi sentiment worth 
mentioning in the United States, and now many people were con- 
vinced that a Nazi victory would threaten our independence and 
democratic way of life. Virtually all the people, therefore, favored 
the creation of a much stronger army and navy and air force. 
President Roosevelt, supported by a majority of the people, believed 
that the best defense for the country was to help the British Empire 
to survive. Accordingly, in March, 1941, Congress passed the 
Lend-Lease Act, which permitted the President to lend large sums 
to Great Britain for the purchase of war materials. In June, the 
President proclaimed a “national emergency.” From this time 
the attitude of a majority of the people was expressed by the slogan, 
“all aid short of war.” In August, this sentiment was strong 
enough to justify the President’s meeting Prime Minister Churchill, 
“somewhere in the north Atlantic,” for a conference; and at this 
conference the two statesmen signed a document known as the 
Eight Points of Peace, which defined the objects for which the war 
was being fought. 

The attack on Pearl Harbor forces the United States into the war. 
By this time the country was preparing to defend itself, if necessary. 
A majority was sufficiently alarmed to favor giving to the enemies 
of Hitler “all aid short of war”; a small minority was in favor 
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The conference of President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Winston Churchill 
aboard the H. M. S, Prince of Wales “somewhere in the Atlantic” was one of 
the most dramatic incidents preceding America’s entry into the war. 

of giving all aid including war; but a strong minority was still 
“isolationist/’ opposed to all measures for aiding other countries, 
satisfied with building a strong army and navy and waiting until 
the country was attacked before doing anything to become involved 
in war. The country was still sharply divided on this question 
when, on December 7, 1941, the Japanese decided it for us by a 
sudden, treacherous attack on Pearl Harbor, in Hawaii. On 
December 8, at the request of the President, Congress declared 
war on Japan. And on December ii, Congress declared war on 
the other Axis powers. 

The attack on Pearl Harbor ended all our disputes about getting 
into the war or staying out of it. The country was in the war, and 
in all sections of the country the people had but one idea ■— that 
the war must be fought and won. The attack on Pearl Harbor 
had another result; it enabled the people of the United States to 
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see the war in a new light. It could be seen then that the war was 
really a world war that affected the vital interests of all countries. 

It could be seen, too, that the ‘war was something more than a 
conflict between certain countries for the possession of certain 
territories ; it was a conflict on a world-wide scale between radically 
different ideals of life and of human rights. It could be seen that 
what the United States had to fight for was something more than 
the possession of Hawaii and the Philippines ; it had to fight for 
the preservation of a world in which nations could be reasonably 
secure against unprovoked military conquest and destruction, and 
each nation reasonably free to live according to the ideas and 
institutions it preferred. In fact, this view of the war had been 
presented by President Roosevelt in his message to Congress in 
January, 1941- 

Joining with the other United Nations, the United States started 
at once to plan for the defeat of the Axis powers. Thus forced into 
the war, the United States began to mobilize its man power 
and material resources for waging it on all fronts. To further the 
common interests of all the Americas, delegates from all the Latin 
American countries and the United States met at Rio de Janeiro 
in January, 1942. As evidence of American solidarity, twenty- 
one Latin American countries agreed to the request of the United 
States to break off diplomatic relations with the Axis powers 
(January 15, 1942). Chile and Argentina were the only countries 
which did not sign this agreement. Since that time, both Chile 
and Mexico have declared war on the Axis and have joined the 
United Nations. Brazil has offered to send armed forces abroad 
to aid the Allies. 

In order to strengthen the alliance between the United States 
and Great Britain, Prime Minister Winston Churchill came to. 
Washington for another personal conference with President Roose- 
velt. He remained here for some time, and his presence and his 
speeches, before Congress and the Canadian Parliament at Ottawa, 
did much to lighten the spirits and strengthen the will of all people 
throughout the world who hoped for the defeat of Germany, 
Italy, and Japan. The strength and aims of Germany and Italy 
were well understood *, but it soon became clear that neither 
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Great Britain nor the United States had understood what the 
aims of Japan really were, or how well prepared she was to attain 
them. 

Japan plans the conquest of the Far East. The aim of Japan was 
not merely the conquest of China, but the conquest of the entire 
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Far East — China, the Netherlands East Indies, India, Australia, 
the Philippines and Hawaii, and Russian Siberia. To further this 
aim, the Japanese had, as early as September 27, 1940, signed a 
ten-year ‘^Axis Pact^’ with Germany and Italy. In October, 
1940, after the collapse of France, they took the first step by 
occupying the French possessions in Indo-China. 

As long as Russia and the United States were not involved in the 
European war, the Japanese did not go farther; but, when Russia 
was fully engaged in fighting Germany, they decided that their 
chance had come. Without warning, they struck the United 
States at Hawaii and the Philippines, and Great Britain at Singa- 
pore. At the time it was generally thought in the United States 
that this was a kind of mad foolishness on the part of Japan. But 
the Japanese knev7 their own strength, and the weakness of the 
United States and Great Britain in the Far East, better than either 
the United States or Great Britain did; and from December, 1941, 
to June, 1942, they moved steadily forward in achieving their 
great aim. 

The first object of the Japanese was to destroy British and 
American power in the Far East. This would open the way to 
the conquest of the Netherlands Indies and India, and cut off the 
supplies from Britain and America to the Chinese. If then the 
Germans could conquer the Near East, the Japanese and the 
Germans could unite for the mastery of Europe, Africa, and Asia. 

■ The center of British power in the Far East was the great naval base 
at Singapore. This could not easily be taken from the sea, and 
the British thought it could not be taken from the land because of 
the impenetrable jungles of lower Burma. But the jungles of lower 
Burma were no barrier to the Japanese ; the slight British land 
force there was pushed back, and Singapore was taken in February, 
1942. 

The fall of Singapore opened the way to the rapid conquest of 
the Dutch islands of Sumatra and Java (April). In May the 
Americans, in spite of the heroic resistance of American and Fili- 
pino forces under General MacArthur, were forced to surrender 
Corregidor, their last stronghold in the Philippines. General 
MacArthur had already been transferred to take command in 
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Australia, which was, aside from India, the one remaining base for 
the operations of the United Nations in the Far East. As a prepa- 
ration for an invasion of Australia, the Japanese landed forces on 
New Guinea and New Britain, and occupied the Solomon Islands 
and the New Hebrides. 

Meantime, they pushed the forces of the United Nations com- 
pletely out of Burma, thereby cutting the Burma Road, which was 
the chief means of transporting supplies to China. Nevertheless, 
the poorly equipped Chinese armies continued to fight with such 
determination that the Japanese could not reduce their forces in 
China. In 1941, the Chinese had been at war with the Japanese 
invaders for five years. The Japanese blockade had destroyed 
their trade, and the Japanese conquests had deprived them of much 
of the land which produced their food. China, which had suffered 
far more than any of the other United Nations, now was more 
isolated than ever before. She could not receive aid until the 
Japanese ring about her could be broken. 

During all this time the only notable victories for the United 
Nations were: the naval battle in Macassar Strait, which only 
delayed the Japanese a little, and a severe bombing of Tokyo and 
other Japanese cities by American bombers. The United States, 
although her strength in the Pacific had been greatly weakened 
by the losses sustained at Pearl Harbor, sent aid to the Australians 
as rapidly as possible. By May, an American naval force was 
able to win a victory in the Coral Sea. A month later, a large 
Japanese fleet, headed for the Hawaiian Islands, was turned back 
with heavy losses in the Battle of Midway. In August, American 
Marines captured three small islands and made a landing on Guadal- 
canal, in the Solomons, and seized the airfield. The Japanese 
made desperate efforts to hold Guadalcanal, and only after much 
hard fighting on land and sea with heavy losses did they yield it 
to the Americans. 

In the meantime, a Japanese force, after struggling through the 
jungles of New Guinea toward Port Moresby, was driven back to 
the northern shore, and Australian and American troops began 
the long, difficult task of capturing the Japanese bases on New 
Guinea. By landing on southern New Britain, and Bougainville, 
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another of the Solomon Islands, the Americans advanced nearer 
to Rabaul, a strong Japanese base on the northern end of New 
Britain. The Japanese were driven from the Aleutian Islands, 
which they had seized after the battle of Midway. The Gilbert 
Islands were captured with heavy casualties at Tarawa, and bases 
in the Marshall Islands were heavily bombed. Slowly the United 
Nations were breaking through the outer ring of Japanese island- 
defenses, but the war zone in the South Pacific at the beginning 
of 1944 was still three, thousand miles from Tokio, and the forces 
which were gathering in India were not yet strong enough to attack 
the Japanese in Burma and open a road to China. This slow 
progress in the war against Japan was due in part to the necessity 
of devoting much of the strength of the Allied Nations to the war 
in Europe. 

IV, The War in the Mediterranean 

Preparation for the war in Europe. The United Nations had 
time to prepare for war because Hitler was occupied with the 
Russian War. Time was needed to raise and train large armies 
and to provide them with equipment. Industry had to be con- 
verted to war production. In Britain, the government was given 
extensive control over industry and people. Five and a half 
million women worked in factories to release men for military 
service. Throughout the British Empire, in Canada, South Africa, 
and Australia j the same all-out effort was made. Even India, 
seething with unrest because Gandhi and his followers were demand- 
ing independence, greatly increased her manufacturing and raised 
an army of a million men. 

The government of the United States quickly mobilized for war 
factories, farms, and man-power. Planes, tanks, guns, ships, and 
all kinds of war materials were being made in huge quantities, and 
American production soon became greater than that of any other 
country. Thus the United Nations, with greater resources, were 
producing all that was needed for war in greater quantity, and 
more rapidly, than the Axis countries. But they had to move all 
their troops and supplies in ships overseas before they could use 
them against the enemy. 
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Axis submarines waited along the sea routes to sink the trans- 
ports and cargo ships of the United Nations. German submarines, 
more efficient than those of Japan and Italy, sank ships much faster 
than they could be replaced. As in World War I, the Germans 
hoped to blockade Britain, and prevent the United Nations from 
using their full strength in the war. But, as more vessels and 
planes were provided to protect convoys, the losses declined, and 
many submarines were sunk. By the end of 1943? the United 
Nations were winning the ^'battle of the Atlantic.” 

As, the air strength of the United Nations increased, bombers 
based in Britain attacked railroad centers, factories, and submarine 
bases on the continent. The British bombers attacked by night, 
and the Americans by day. As the number of bombers in England 
steadily, increased, bomber attacks on Germany became heavier. 
Big air-raids, made by a thousand or more planes, were really 
battles, in which four or five thousand men in planes dropped tons 
of explosives on the enemy, who fought back with fighter planes 
and guns on the ground. Germany’s industrial cities were bombed 
again and again and were steadily reduced to ruins. Germany was 
being invaded from the air, and her capacity to make war materials 
was being reduced. 

Some people believed that victory could be won from the air. 
Certainly, the enemy could be weakened enough to make invasion 
easier. But the Russians, who best knew the strength of Germany, 
called for a ‘^Second Front,” an invasion on land, to reduce German 
strength in Russia. Many British, Canadian, and American troops 
were in northern Ireland and Britain training for the invasion. 
But just where and how could they begin? The Germans had 
made Europe into a fortress. From Norway to Spain, they were 
ready to drive invaders back into the sea. To land troops with 
all their equipment would be a costly undertaking, as an experi- 
mental raid on Dieppe in the summer of 1942 had proved. More 
than half of the 6000 men who made the attempt were lost. 
Certainly, in view of the strong fortifications erected by the Ger- 
mans along the northwestern coast of France, the invasion could 
not begin until supremacy in the air was gained. Hitler had not 
dared to invade England after losing the “battle of Britain.” 
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The United Nations drive the Axis armies from North Africa. 
As it turned out, Europe was to be invaded first from the south, 
in Italy. Before this could happen, the Axis forces had to be 
driven from North Africa, and the Mediterranean had to be 
secured. 

When Hitler turned from his drive toward the Near East to 
invade Russia, the British occupied Syria, Iraq (important for its 
oil) and, with the Russians, Iran (Persia). In these three countries, 
governments which favored the Germans were overthrown. But 
the war in the desert west of Egypt became very difficult after 
Rommel and his German troops joined the Italians. In the summer 
of 1942, the British were defeated with heavy losses in men and 
tanks and had to retreat into Egypt to El Alamein, which was only 
seventy miles from Alexandria. Rommel, however, could not 
drive the British from this position. As the British were able to 
repair their losses, partly^ with American tanks, trucks, and planes, 
they were soon strong enough to attack again. 

On October 23, General Bernard L. Montgomery opened a 
terrific artillery bombardment on the German lines. A few days 
later, the Germans were rapidly retreating in all available trucks, 
leaving the Italians behind to be captured. By planting mines 
as they fied, they slowed up the British pursuit, but they could 
not defend themselves from the British and American planes. 
For 1500 miles the British pursued Rommel, and not until he 
reached the fortified Mareth Line between Italian Tripoli and 
French Tunisia did he stop. 

On November 8, just as Rommel was leaving El Alamein, a 
British and American expeditionary force arrived at the other 
end of North Africa. When the huge fleet (500 transports and 
350 warships) approached the shores of Morocco and Algeria, 
which were under the Vichy government of Marshal Retain, the 
French attempted to prevent the Anglo-American troops from 
landing. This resistance was quickly overcome, and the French 
agreed to co-operate with General Dwight D. Eisenhower, the 
commander of the expeditionary forces. But Hitler, in violation 
of the armistice of 1940, at once sent troops into unoccupied France. 
However, a great part of the French fleet in the harbor at Toulon, 



THE SECOND WORLD WAR 


843 



Problems oe Transport 
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to Sicily. 

consisting of sixty ships, was sunk by the French before the Ger- 
mans could take possession of them. A few of the smaller ships 
managed to escape and with their crews joined the Allies. 

From Algiers, a British army moved rapidly into Tunisia, hoping 
to capture Tunis and Biserte. But by ship and plane, the Germans 
hurried troops from Sicily and Italy over to Tunisia and checked 
the British advance. . During the winter months, when there was 
much rain, both sides prepared for the final struggle. In February, 
1943, General Rommel sent his tanks against American troops 
and drove them back some distance. But General Montgomery 
soon drove him from the Mareth Line, and in March and April 
the British, Americans, and French advanced from the west. By 
May 8, Biserte and Tunis were captured, and the Germans and 
Italians were pushed back toward the sea. Unable to escape, they 
sufrendered. The United Nations now held all of North Africa. 
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The invasion of Sicily. Two months later, the invasion of 
Sicily began. From a great fleet made up of ships from several 
of the United Nations, troops were landed on the southern shore 
of the island. The Americans advanced into the center of the 
island, while the British pushed up the eastern coast. The Italian 
forces did not put up very stiff resistance, but the Germans fought 
hard, and in the end, most of them got away to Italy. The con- 
quest of Sicily was completed in thirty-eight days. 

It was now obvious that Mussolini was a failure. Most Italians 
had known this for some time. They knew that he always had 
to depend on Hitler when he got into trouble, and that Germans 
were helping to govern Italy. When Mussolini asked Hitler to 
send more troops to defend Italy, some of the members of the 
Grand Council had Mussolini arrested and deprived of his power. 
The King then made Marshal Badoglio premier. The Marshal 
announced that Italy would continue the war as Germany’s ally. 
The Germans rescued Mussolini, and claimed that he was still the 
ruler of Italy. 

Soon after British troops had crossed the Straits of Messina and 
had begun the invasion of Italy, Marshal Badoglio accepted an 
armistice on terms of unconditional surrender. Italian troops were 
ordered to stop fighting, and the fleet sailed from Italian ports to 
the British harbor at Malta. But the Germans held most of Italy, 
and they intended to hold on as long as they could. 

While General Montgomery was advancing from the south, an 
army of Americans and British under the command of General 
Mark Clark landed on the western coast near Salerno. Naples 
was captured, but the advance on Rome was held up by bad 
weather and the determined resistance of the Germans. This 
slow progress was disappointing to many people in the United 
Nations. Nevertheless, the Axis forces had been driven from 
North Africa; the short route through the Mediterranean had 
been opened ; one Axis power had been put out of the war; Allied 
troops were fighting Germans in Europe, and the possession of 
Foggia, although not the most advantageous air field, brought 
Allied bombers within range of southern Germany; and that, after 
all, was one of the main objects of the invasion of Italy. 
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V. The Russian War, 1942- 

The Gemans drwe deeper into Russia. Meantime, the tre- 
mendous struggle between huge armies continued in Russia. 
Having failed to destroy the Russian armies in 1941, Hitler decided 
to cripple them in 1942. He believed he could do this by depriving 
them of the grain, the minerals, and the oil of southern Russia. 
But the Russians had new mines, oil wells, factories, and farms, 
far to the east beyond the Ural Mountains, and they were getting 
war materials from Britain and the United States. The Russians 
were preparing to cripple Hitler’s armies. 

By using large armies equipped with many tanks and planes, 
the Germans had great success in southern Russia during the 
summer. They pushed the Russians back to the Volga River and 
reached some of the oil wells in the Caucasus. But winter came 
again, and the Russians began to drive the Germans back from 
the Caucasus. Farther north, they had stopped their retreat at 
Stalingrad, a great manufacturing city which extended for miles 
along the western bank of the Volga. With artillery and bombs, 
the Germans demolished the buildings but not the Russians, and 
so, unable to get into the ruins with tanks, the Germans had to 
go in on foot to fight man to man with the Russians. While this 
desperate fighting was going on, fresh Russian armies began to 
cut through the German lines of communication until the Germans 
at Stalingrad were in a trap. By the end of January, 1943, they 
surrendered. Hitler had suffered his first great military disaster. 
Stalingrad was the turning point in the Russian War. 

The Germans retreat in Russia. All winter long the Germans 
retreated in southern Russia, and by spring they were back in 
Kharkov, the starting point of their summer drive in 1942. What 
would Hitler do in the summer of 1943? It soon became evident 
that the Russians would decide that for Hitler. For early in July 
when the Germans began to advance on a wide front north of 
Kharkov, they were stopped and driven back in a terrific tank 
battle. From then on it was the Russians, not the Germans, who 
were on the offensive. One after another, the strongly fortified 
positions of the Germans fell. Kharkov was taken by the Russians, 
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and later Smolensk. The Germans retreated to the Dnieper River, 
but the Russians crossed the river, captured Kiev, and pushed 
westward into Roland. But west of the lower bend in the Dnieper, 
the Germans held on desperately to keep the Russians away from 
Rumania. Early in 1944, it seemed certain that the Germans 
would soon be driven completely out of Russia. 

With his armies retreating from Russia, Hitler knew that invasion 
in the west would not be delayed much longer. General Eisen- 
hower, who had been chosen to direct the invasion, announced 
that the war in Europe could be won in 1944. That promise could 
be kept only by much hard fighting, for the Germans were still 
strong. With the exception of Russia, they still held all their 
conquests in Europe, and were using the resources and the man 
power of these countries. If driven back into Germany, they 
would fight desperately, it seemed, because they were afraid that 
the Poles, the Czechs, and all the other peoples whom they had 
treated so cruelly would seek revenge. The Germans knew how 
bitterly they were hated. 

VI. Preparations for Peace 

The war aims of the United Nations. Until the Axis powers 
are defeated the all-important thing, of course, is to win the war. 
But after the war is won, what then? What can be done to pre- 
vent another war of the same sort ? What can be done will depend 
on the conditions that exist in the different countries at that time, 
and no one can say what those conditions will be. But at least 
it is possible to think about the kind of ^^new order which would 
be desirable to work for ; ‘ and in fact the United Nations have 
stated, in general terms, the great objects for which they are fighting 
the war. 

In his message to Congress in January, 1941, President Roosevelt 
said that the war was being fought to obtain, for men and nations, 
four essential ^Treedoms.” These were: (i) Freedom of Speech ; 
(2) Freedom of Religion ; (3) Freedom from Want ; and (4) Free- 
dom from Fear. This statement was made more specific in the 

Eight Points of Peace’’ agreed to by President Roosevelt and 
Prime Minister Churchill at their meeting in the North Atlantic 
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in August, 1941. The eight points were : (i) No territorial aggran- 
dizement; (2 and 3) Self-determination of nations; (4) Access 
for all nations, on equal terms, to the trade and raw materials of 
the world needed for their economic prosperity ; (5) Collaboration 
of all nations in the economic field to improve labor standards and 
economic security ; (6) All nations to have the means of dwelling 
in safety within their own boundaries; (7) Freedom of the seas; 
(8) The ultimate abandonment of force by all nations; and, 
pending the establishment of a wider and permanent system of 
general security,” the disarmament of those nations which threaten, 
or may threaten, aggression outside their frontiers. 

The Eight Points of Peace have now been subscribed to by thirty- 
three nations. The document is known as the Atlantic Charter. 

It is called Atlantic Charter merely because it was first agreed upon 
at the meeting of Roosevelt and Churchill in the Atlantic, and not, 
as some have thought, because it was intended to apply only to 
countries bordering on the Atlantic. It may be taken as the ofdcial 
expression of the “peace aims” of the United Nations for all 
countries. 

International organization for peace. The United Nations have 
begun to make provision for the solution of some of the problems 
which must be faced after the war. In April, 1943, a conference 
at Bermuda considered the problem of resettling the people who 
have been driven from their homes during the war. In May, 1943, 
delegates from forty-four countries met at Hot Springs, Virginia, 
to lay plans for feeding undernourished and starving people, and 
set up the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Adminis- 
tration. 

But the United States, Great Britain, China, and Russia, 
not the smaller nations, were winning the war. They would have 
to establish a secure peace and carry out the principles of the 
Atlantic Charter. The United States and Great Britain worked 
together in harmony, but Russia, at first, seemed to hold aloof. 
True, she had subscribed to the Atlantic Charter and had made a 
twenty-year alliance with Great Britain, but she was not at war 
with Japan, and, it seemed, did not trust the democracies. The 
Russians, of course, had enough to do to save their own country, 
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A Momentous Meeting at Cairo 

Generalissimo and Madame Chiang Kai-shek, President Roosevelt, and Prime 
Minister Churchill relax during an interlude in their conference at Cairo, in 
November, 1943, at which plans for the offensive against Japan w^ere laid and 
general agreements about the peace to come were reached. 

and not till *1943 were they ready to discuss other problems. In 
October, Secretary of State Cordell Hull and Foreign Secretary 
Anthony Eden went to Moscow for a conference. The result was 
an agreement of the three nations to maintain peace and securit3/ 
after the war.^^ For this purpose an international organization 
was to be set up, and the Atlantic Charter was again endorsed. 

Late in November, President Roosevelt and Prime Minister 
Churchill met Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek at Cairo, and assured 
him that Japan would be “stripped of’' all that she had taken since 
1914 and that ail territory taken from China would be restored. 
Then, the President and the Prime Minister met Marshal Stalin 
at Teheran, Iran (p. 820). After this conference, the three leaders 
announced: “Our nations shall work together in the war and in 
the peace that will follow. , . , We recognize fully the respon- 
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sibility resting upon us and all the United Nations to make a peace 
which will command the good will of the world and banish war 
for many generations. We have surveyed the problems of the 
future. We shall seek the co-operation of all nations, large and 
small, whose people are dedicated to the elimination of tyranny 
and slavery, oppression and intolerance.” 

This statement expresses an ideal for the United Nations to work 
for after the war is over. It is a good ideal to work for, and we are 
apt to think that, after Germany and Japan have been defeated 
and made powerless, the United Nations will work together as effec- 
tively to attain that ideal — to make a “new and better world” — 
as they are now working together to win the war. But unfortu- 
nately, nations are more easily united by fear of an immediate and 
certain danger than by the prospect of a future and uncertain good. 
The principal thing that now'unites China, Great Britain, Russia, 
and the United States is fear of Germany and Japan. WTen Ger- 
many and Japan are defeated and rendered powerless, that fear will 
disappear, at least in great part and for the time being ; and then 
the rivalries and differences in national interest which normally exist 
between these great powers will begin to operate again and will tend 
to weaken their present union. 

The differences that will tend to separate Russia, China, Great 
Britain, and the United States are many and complex. There will 
be the normal competition for trade, control of raw materials, and 
naval and military power, and also conflicts over the control and use 
of airways. These economic confxicts of national interest will be all 
the greater because of deep-seated and subtle differences in national 
character, institutions, and customs. The people of the United 
States and the people of Great Britain have probably more things 
in common than either has with the people of any other country. 
They have the same language and literature, similar political insti- 
tutions, and essentially the same ideas of political liberty, justice, 
and fair dealing. Yet there are many little things that tend to 
create a feeling of suspicion and dislike on the part of Americans for 
the British and on the part of the British for the Americans — 
slight differences of speech, the use of words, everyday customs 
and ways of behaving. We greatly admire the Chinese for their 
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heroic resistance to the Japanese, but we do not know the Chinese 
people as a whole very well, nor do they know us. Consequently, 
their ways may seem strange to us and ours to them. Likewise we 
admire the Russians for their resistance to the Germans; but 
some people in England and the United States, too, do not like 
their form of government at all and are much afraid that after the 
war Russia may become the dominant power in Europe and that 
Russian Communism may be a danger to all democratic countries. 
When the war is over and Germany and Japan no longer seem 
dangerous, all of these differences between the allies, if revived, 
will be obstacles to the co-operation of the four great powers in 
attempting to make a new and better world. 

The defeat of Germany and Japan will certainly make the world 
better — more free and secure — than it would have been if they 
had been able to win the war. But the mere defeat of Germany and 
Japan will not be in itself enough. Unless the United Nations, and 
especially the United States, Russia, Great Britain, and China, can 
ignore their differences in language and customs and form of govern- 
ment, and work together in harmony and good will to compromise 
their conflicting national interests, the world will not be any dif- 
ferent or any better than it was after the last war. 

There will be the same problems to solve that existed before the 
present war, and they will certainly not be any easier to solve. 
These problems will be in part national, and in part international. 
The principal national problem for the United States (and for every 
other country) will be the old problem of unemployment — how to 
put our industrial plants to work at full capacity, so that there will 
be jobs for everyone. In short, how to make our great potential 
wealth available and properly distributed among the people. The 
principal international problem will be the old one of reviving inter- 
national trade, stabilizing international exchanges, establishing 
means of settling disputes between nations in a friendly and just 
manner, and preventing war. 

These problems will be no easier to solve than they were before ; 
and it is clear that the advance of science and technology has created 
such close and complex relations between all nations in economic, 
and therefore in political life, that it is no longer possible or safe for 
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any nation to live in isolation. The prosperity of the United 
States, or any other country, depends more or less on the prosperity 
of other nations ; and in a world in which men can fly in bombing 
planes from New York to Hong Kong in less time than it took Ben- 
jamin Franklin to travel from Philadelphia to New York, it would 
seem difficult if not impossible to avoid war by keeping out of 
European affairs and minding our own business. Our traditional 
policy in foreign affairs was expressed by Thomas Jefferson : “peace 
with all nations, entangling alliances with none.’' That was all 
right at that time. But our experience in this and the last war 
should teach us that in the world as it is we cannot keep out of 
wars in which all the other great countries are involved. Many 
argue that if we would avoid the entangling alliances that global 
wars always force upon us, we should form peace-time alliances 
with those countries that wish to keep the peace, so that aggres- 
sive countries will find it impossible to make war. 

In the Atlantic Charter, as you will recall (p. 849), President 
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill stated what their respective 
countries would aim to do after the war in order to make a new and 
better world. Among these aims were the following: (a) They 
“will desire to bring about the fullest collaboration between all 
nations in the economic field with the object of securing, for all, 
improved labor standards, economic adjustments and social se- 
curity.” (&) They ''will endeavor . . . to further the enjoyment of 
all states, great and small ... of access, on equal terms, to the 
trade and raw materials of the world which are needed for their 
economic prosperity.” (c) They “will respect the right of all 
peoples to choose the form of government under which they desire 
to live.” (d) They “believe that all the nations of the world, for 
realistic as well as spiritual reasons, must come to the abandonment 
of force,” and that to secure that end there must be established 
“a wider and permanent system of security.” 

If these aims could be realized, it would do much to make a new 
and better world.” What Russia will do to attain these ends de- 
pends largely on the government, that is Stalin. But what the 
United States and Great Britain, and other democratic countries, do 
depends upon the people. Declarations of purposes made by 
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Roosevelt and Churchill cannot be made good unless the people of 
the United States and of Great Britain are willing to carry them, out. 
So far as the United States is concerned, making a better world at 
home and abroad depends on the people of the United States — ■ on 
their intelligence and knowledge, on their willingness to work for 
the general good instead of solely for their individual interests, on 
their ability to understand the interests of other countries and to 
work with other countries in harmony and good will — in short on 
their intelligence, their integrity, their good will. 

The problem of maintaining a stable and peaceful world order 
calls also for a sustained purpose to promote genuine good will and 
understanding. We cannot afford to follow an uncertain and 
fluctuating policy or to work toward our goal in sudden spurts and 
long lags between spurts. While it is easier to summon our energies 
to meet an emergency, it is no less important to be able to work 
steadily and patiently toward long-time goals. 

QUESTIONS 

1. Whdit reasons can you give for the failure of the League of Nations 
to prevent World War II ? 

2. What actions of Hitler convinced Great Britain and France that 
he must be resisted? What were the demands of Hitler in respect to 
Poland that led to war in September, 1939? Why was there no real 
fighting on the Western front from September to May? How do you 
explain the fact that France w^as conquered so easily? 

3. What developments changed the European Wsly to World War II ? 
What part did the Germans play ? The Italians ? The Japauiese ? The 
Russians? The British? The Chinese? The Americans? 

4. Why were the Japanese able to advance so rapidly in their 
conquest of the Far East in the early part of 1942 ? 

5. From what western nations did Japan conquer territory in the 
Far East? When and how did these western nations acquire these 
territories? 

6. What three blunders did Hitler make that may well lead to his 
downfall and the overpowering of Germany ? WTich of Hitler’s blunders 
seems to have been most helpful to the United Nations? 

7. What are the proposed general plans for peace set forth by the 
United Nations ? 

8. Why was it important for the United Nations to gain control of 
the Mediterranean Sea? Of Iran? Of Iraq? 
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9. How are the Latin American countries and the United States 
co-operating in the defense of the Western Hemisphere? What were 
some of the accomplishments of the Inter-American Conference (January, 
1942) ? ^ 

10. Discuss each of the eight points of peace and suggest any changes 
that you think they would make in our country or any other country. 

11. If the United Nations organization should become another 
'Teague of nations,” in wha.t ways do you think it should be different? 
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LARGE FACTS TO REMEMBER ABOUT . PART IV 

1. Science and invention. After 1875 Industrial Revolution 

succeeds the Age of Political Revolution. The Industrial Revolution the 
result of science and invention and the increasing use of machines. 

2. Social conflict and legislation. The Industrial Revolution gives rise 
to conflict between employing and working classes, which leads to social- 
ism and the social conHict in each industrial country. Social conflict 
and social legislation in three chief countries — Germany, France, 
England. 

3. Exploitation of hachmard countries. The Industrial Revolution 
leads to demand for raw materials, markets, and opportunities to invest 
capital. The result is the rapid partition of Africa and the exploitation 
of Asia. This in turn leads to series of colonial wars, 1898-1905. 

4. Alliances^ crises, and W orld War I. Colonial expansion and colonial 
wars result in formation of Triple Entente. Conflict of the two alliances, 
Triple Entente and Triple Alliance, results in diplomatic crises leading 
to World War I, 1914-1918. 

5. Results of World War I. The destruction of four empires in 
eastern Europe, the creation of many new^ republics, some of which 
become virtual dictatorships, the Soviet regime in Russia, the Fascist 
regime in Italy, the Nazi Third Reich in Germany, the League of Nations. 

6. World War 11 , iQsg-. Hitler’s ‘Mrive to the East.” Annexation 
of Austria and Czechoslovakia. German conquests in continental 
Europe. The battle of Britain. The Russian War, Japan’s aspirations 
for domination in the Far East. The entry of the United States into the 
war. The war in the Far East and the Pacific. The battle of the Atlan- 
tic. The war in the Mediterranean. The Russian offensive and the 
German retreat. Preparation for a western front in Europe. Plans of 
the United Nations for defeating the Axis and for the peace that will 
follow. 
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Batavian Republic, 285-86 
Battles, character of in Great War, 694 
Batum (ba-tdom'), 634, 713 
Bavaria (duchy to 1805; kingdom, 1805- 
1919; republic, 1919“), 108. 120, 124, 
275, 280-83, 4x5 ff.. 428 ff., 432, 453 
Bazaine (ba'zen'), General, 445, 447 
Beaconsfield, Earl of. See Disraeli. 
Beauharnais, Eugene (bo'ar'ne' li'zhen'), 
285 

Bebel (ba'bSl), August, 551, 556 
Bechuanaland (bech'd6-a'na-land'), 602 
Belfort, 450, 684 
Belgian Congo, 595 ff. 

Belgium, Spanish Netherlands to 1713, 
Austrian Netherlands, 1713-1707: con- 
quest of by France, 236, 240-41, 243, 
248, 262; Civil Code extended to, 275; 
united to Holland 1815, 311, 314; revo- 
lution in 1830, 324 ff. 

Kingdom of, 1S30-: established and 
“neutralized,” 326; and Napoleon III, 
432; and Belgian Congo, 595 ff.; and 
the Great War, 674, 684, 703, 714, 719, 
725, 768; and Locarno Treaties, 797; 
and Cierman conquest of, 826 
Belgrade (bePgrad'), 671 
Belleau (be'l5') Woods, 716 
Benedetti, Count Vincent, 434, 440-41 
Benedict XV, Pope, 712 
Bentham, Jeremy, 331, 589 
Berchtesgaden, 822 

Berlin, Napoleon’s conquest of, 287; co- 
lonial conference at, 596; Congress of, 
634 

Bernhardi, Friedrich von, 653 
Bernstein, Edward, 558 
Berthier (ber'tya'). General, 261 
Bethmann-Holweg (bat'man-hol'vak), 
Theobald von, German chancellor, 701 
Beust (boist), Frederick Ferdinand, Count 
von, 427 

Biarritz (bya'rets'), 4x6 
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‘‘Big Four,” the, 727-2S 
Billaud-Varennes (be'yd'-va'ren'), 254 
Birmingham, 328-29, 332-33 
Bishop’s War, 62 
Bishop of Rome, 30 E. 

Bishops, 31 ff-, 59-60, 145 ff., 156 
Bismarck, Otto, Prince von (1815-1898), 
character of, 410 ff. ; plans German 
unification, 413 ff. ; and Napoleon III, 
416, 432; and Austro-Prussian War, 
419 ff.; enlarges Prussia, 420; and 
North German Confederation, 421 ff.; 
and Ferdinand Lassalle, 424; and the 
South German states, 428®.; efforts 
to bring on a war with France, 433-36, 
443-44; and the Treaty of Frankfurt, 
449 ff. ; as chancellor of the empire, 
548 ff.; “Liberal” policy of, 548 ff. ; 
change to conservative policy, 551 ff. ; 
and the National Liberal party, 549, 
553; and the KuUurkampf, 550; and 
the Social Democrats, 551 ff.; and the 
Triple Alliance, 632-39 ; at the Congress 
of Berlin, 634-36 ; and the Reinsurance 
Treaty with Russia, 638; resignation 
of, 63 8; famous saying of, 408 
Black Sea, 374 
“Black Shirts,” 778 
Blanc (blaN), Louis, 342 
Blitzkrieg, 825 

Blockade of Germany in the Great War, 
6S9 ff., 701, 725 

Bliicher (blu'ker), General, 303-04 
Blue Book, English, 680 
Blunt, Wilfred Scawin, 652 
Boers (boors), 486, 617 
Boer War, 579, 616-19 
Bohemia, 346, 348, 426, 745; annexed to 
Germany (1939), 823. See Czecho- 
slovakia. 

Bohemian mountains, 745, 821 
Bolshevik! (bol'she-ve-ke'), 707 
Bolshevism, 707, 710-11; and socialism, 
782, 785; in Hungary, 749; in Italy, 
777-78; in Germany, 770. See Russia. 
Bonaparte, Jerome, 286, 289; Joseph, 
285; Louis, 286; Lucien, 264, 286; 
Napoleon, See Napoleon I. 

Bordeaux (bor'do'), 245, 447, 449 
Borne (bume), Ludwig, 338 
Borodino (bS'ro-dye-no'), Battle of, 298 
Boroughs, English, 3260., 332 
Bosni a-Herzegovina (b 5 z'ni-a-her'tse-g 6 - 
ve'nii), province of, 636, 660, 667, 748 
Bossuet (bo'sii'e'), Jacques Benigne, 
Bishop of Meux, 79, 92 
Botha (bo'ta), General, 487 
Bouille (boo'ya'). General, 233 
Boulanger (boo'lan'zha'), Georges, 562- 
63 

Boulogne, Bois de (bwa'de booTon'y’). 
361, 447 _ 

Bourbaki (boorTa'ke^), General, 441 


Bourbon (boor'biin), family, 106; party, 
364; restoration, 301-04 
Boxer Rebellion, 619-21, 647, 813 
Braddock, General, 129 
Brandenburg, 27, 108, 109. See Prussia. 
Brazil, 756 

Bremen, 108, 294, 431 
Brest-Litovsk (brest'-lye-tofsk'), Peace of, 
711-13 

Briand (bre-aN'), Aristide, 566, 573, 797- 
98 

Bridgeheads, the Rhine, 725 
Bright, John, 472, 476, 491 
Brissot (bre'so'j, Jean-Pierre, 235, 244 
British Columbia, 484 
British Commonwealth of Nations, 487 
British Empire, 479 ff., 588-89. See Great 
Britain. 

British South Africa Company, 603 
Brittany, 244 

Broglie (bro'y’), Duke of, 458, 562 
Brook Farm, 338 

Brousse, Paul, 565 __ 

Brumaire (brii'mer'), coup d’etat (koo'da' 
ta') of the 1 8th, 26^5 

Bruno, Giordano (broo'no jor-da'no), iSo 
Brunswick, Duke of, 237 
Brussels, 595 
Bryce, James, 703, 762 
Bucharest (bob'ka-rest'). Treaty of, 666 
Bulgaria, revolts against Turkey, 634-36 ; 
autonomy granted, 634 ; in the Balkan 
Wars, 664-66; in the Great War, 688; 
disarmament of, 730; and Yugoslavia, 
748 ; and Greece, 793 
Billow (bii'lo), Bernhard von, German 
chancellor, 663 

Billow, Karl von, General, 685 
Bundesrat (bd 6 n'des-rat 0 » German, 423 
Burke, Edmund, 242 
Burma, S35, 836, 839 
Burns, Robert, 7 
Burschenschaft, German, 316 
Business enterprise and colonial expan- 
sion, 592 
Byron, Lord, 335 

Byzantium (bi-zan'shi-um) (Constan- 
tinople), 19 

Cabinet system of government, in Eng- 
land, 332-34 
Cable, oceanic, 485, 512 
Caesar, Augustus, 19 
Caesar, Julius, i, 19, 20 
Cahiers (ka'ya') of 1789, the, 216 
Caillaux (ka'yo'), Joseph, 712 
Cairnes, John Elliott, 481 
Cairo (ki'r 5 ), 593, 604, 605 
Galas (ka'la), Jean, the affair of, 191-92 
Calcutta, 13 1 

Calendar, the revolutionary, 251 
California, 362 
Calvin, John, 40, 42 



IV 


INDEX 


Cambaceres (kaN''ba'sab*&'), J. J. Regis 
de, 261 

Caaibodia, 5S9, 610 
Campbell-Bannerman, Sir Henry, 579 
Campo-F’ormio (kam'p6-f6rm''e-o), Treaty 
of, 262, 281 

Canada, 130, 136, 4S2 ff., §39 
Candide, Voltaire, 190 
Cannes (kan), 303 
Canon law, 31 
Canton, city of, 6og, 816 
Cape Colony, 486, 597, 598 
Capet (ka'pe'), Hugh, King of France, 26 
Capitalistic system of industry, and Na- 
poleon III, 367; and Labor, 527 ff. ; 
Marx’s theory of, 534 ff. ; ^ classes which 
support, 542 ; and colonial expansion, 
591 ff., 603 ff., 613 ff., 642-43, 655-56. 
See Machines; Revolution, Industrial. 
Capitation, 154, 165 
Capitulation at Ulm, 283 
Caprera (ka-pra''ra), 402 
Carbonari (kar'bo-niVre), 317 
Carlsbad Decrees, 316 ■ • 

Carlyle, Thomas, 476 
Carnot (kar'no'), Lazare, 247; President 
Sadi, 538 

Carpathian Mountains, 745 
Carthage, ig, 637 

Cartoons, political, 217, 225, 31 1, 336, 366, 
490, 538, 569, 618, 639 
Castel Gondolfo, 452 
Castile (kas-teF), 27 

Castlereagh (kas'’i~ra'), Robert, Lord, 

310. 315 

Catechism, Napoleon’s addition to, 276 
Catholic Church, Orthodox (Greek), in, 
747, 789-90 

Catholic Church, Roman, in the Middle 
Ages, 30 ff. ; in France in 1 8th century, 
14s ff., 152, 153; and Voltaire, 191; 
and the French Revolution, 217, 228-30, 
251; and*Napoleon, 272-73; and the 
Holy Roman Empire, 280; and Na- 
poleon III, 364, 395 ; and Cavour, 386; 
and Bismarck, 550, 552 ; and Mussolini, 
781-82; in Germany, 430; in Eng- 
land, 470; in Ireland, 488; in France 
under the third republic, 567 ff. 
Catholic Emanckiation Act, 470, 488 
Cathoik party, the Belgian, 540. See 
Political parties, Catholic. 

Cavaignac (ka'veiFyak''), Eleonore Louis, 

321,324,342.344 

Cavaliers, 64 
Cave, Stephen, 607 

Cavour (kaVoor'), Camilio (1810-1861), 
379 ff.; minister under Victor Em- 
manuel, 381 ; character and ideas, 
381-S2; in the Revolution of 1848, 
383; and Mazzini, 383-84, 386 ff.; 
plans iinitication of Italy, 385 ff. ; and 
Napoleon HI, 390 ff. ; Austrian war and 


preliminaries of Villafranca, 393 ff. ; and 
Garibaldi, 398 ff. ; and establishment of 
Kingdom of Italy, 402-04 
Cecil, Lord Robert, 754 
Cens (siiNs), 152 

Center party, German (Catholic), 540, 
549 ff. 

Central Executive Committee, Russian, 
7S4-85 
Ceylon, 31 1 

Chalons (shaToN ), 445 
Chamber of Deputies, French, under the 
Charter of 1814, 319, 321 ; in the second 
empire, 360; in the third republic, 459 
Chamberlain, Neville, 762, 767, 822 
Chambord (shaN'bor'), Count of, 456 
Champart (shaN'par'), 152 
Champs filysees (shaN'-za'le'za'), 447 
Chandemagore (chiin'der-na-gor'), 13 1 ' 
Chang, Marshal, 814 
Channing, William E., 341 
Charcoal Burners, Society of, 317 
Charlemagne (sharTe-man), 81 
Charleroi (shar'le-rv,m'), 303, 685 
Charles I, King of England (1625-1649), 
56, 57 ff., 64 ff. 

Charles 11 , King of England (1660-1685), 
69, 70-72 

Charles I, Emperor of Austria (1916- 
igiS), 720 

Charles II, King of Spain (1665-1700), 97 
Charles V, Emperor (1519-1556), 105 
Charles VI, Emperor (17 11-1740), 120 
Charles X, King of France (1824-1S30), 
319 ff. 

Charles XII, King of Sweden (1697-1718), 
113 

Charter of 1814, French, 319-21, 323 
Charter, the People’s, 334, 47 ° 
Chateaubriand (shaToTre'aN’'), Francois 
Rene, 175, 320, 335 

Chateau-Thierry (sha'td-tye're ), 714-16 
Chatelet (shatffe'), Madame du, 190 
Chatham, Earl of. See William Pitt. 
Cheka (cha'ka), the Russian, 783 
Chiang Kai-shek (che-iing' ki'shek'), 850 
Chile, 831 

China, European powers in, 590; “open- 
ing up” of, 608 ff. ; Chino- Japanese 
War, 6io-ri ; and the Boxer Rebellion, 
619 ff. ; reform movement in, 621 ; and 
the Russo-Japanese War, 621 ff. ; Brit- 
ish and Russian trade with, 646-47 ; 
Shantung restored to, 737 ; Republic 
established (1912), 813; invaded by 
Japan (1936-), 813-16, 835, 836; and 
peace plans, 849 
Chino- Japanese War, 61 1 
Christian IX, King of Denmark (1863- 
1906), 413-14 

Christianity, origin of, 30- See Catho- 
lic Church; Reformation; English 
Church; Huguenots. 
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Christian socialism, 540 
Cliurcli of England. See English Church. 
Churchill, Winston, 581 ; (son of), 829, 
831, 832, 848, 850, 853 
Cicero (sis'er-o), 20 
Cisalpine Republic, 263, 285 
Cities, in Middle Ages, 29; in France in 
iSth century, i55"S6, 159; in 19th 
century, 509-12 

City states in Holy Roman Empire, 280 
Civil Code, French, 274-75, 290 
Civil Constitution of the Clergy, 230, 
232-33 

“Civil disobedience,” in India, 766 
Civil War, English, 63 ; American, 471, 650 
Civilization, ancient, 14 ft". ; character- 
istics of modern, 2-12; ancient and 
modern compared, 501-02 
Clemenceau (kla''maN's6'), Georges, 669, 
699, 720, 726-2S, 754 
Clergy, French. See Catholic Church. 
Cleves (klevz), Duchy of, 109 
Clive, Robert, 13 1 ft'. 

Coalitions against France, 1793-1807, 
243 ff., 249, 263, 267, 282, 2S7, 296 
Cobden, Richard, 341 
Coblenz. See Koblenz. 

Cochin China, 589, 610 
Codes of law, French, 273 ft*. 

Colbert (kol'bar'), Jean Baptiste, 85 ff. 
Collective bargaining, right of, 530 
Colloquies, Erasmus, 37 
Collot d’Herbois (ko'ld' der'bwa'), Jean 
Marie, 239, 254 

Cologne (ko-lon'), loS, 310, 40S, 725 
Colonial expansion, in 17th and 18th cen- 
turies, S2-83, 106, 116-17, 122, 127 ft., 
132; in 19th century, 311, 312-13, 

• 5 88 ff. ; and the Industrial Revolution, 
590 ft., 643 ; partition of Africa, 595 ft'., 
SQO, 633, 655-58; opening up of China, 
608 ft. ; wars resulting from, 613 ff. ; and 
the Great War, 636 ff. Maps showing 
European possessions in Africa, Asia, 
America, and India, S2-83, 123, 132, 
312-13, 599, 624-25, 752-53, b 6 o, 865 
Colonial societies, 589 
Colonial \vars. See Wars, colonial. 
Colonies, federation of the British, 484 ft. ; 
disposal of at the Peace Conference, 
735-37 

Colosseum, 21 
Columbus, Christopher, 39 
Combes (koNb), Emile, 570 
Commerce, 25, 29, 13 1, 515 ft. See Revo- 
lution, Industrial. 

Commercial Bank, promoted by Na- 
poleon III, 367 

Commercial Code, German, 559 
Commonwealth of Australia, 485 ft". 
Commonwealth, English, 68 
Commune of Paris, the revolutionary, 238 ; 
of 1870-71, 454 


Communists in Germany, 770. See Bol- 
shevism; Russia; Soviet republics. 
Communist Manifesto of 1848, 533 
Compass, 39 

Compensation Law, the British, 581 
Compiegne (koN'pye’n'y’), 686 
Compulsory jurisdiction of the World 
Court, 756, 796 
Comte (koNt), x4uguste, 454 
Concert of Europe, 314 ff. 

Concessions to European powers, Chinese, 
610 

Conciergerie (koN'sySr'zhe-re'), 24S 
Concordat of 1801, 272-73, 570; of 1929, 
7S1-82 

Conde (koN'da'), prince of, iS9 
Condorcet (koN'dor'se'), M. J., Marquis 
de, 244, 763 

Confederation, the German, of 1806, 282- 
84, 314, 349; of 1867, 453 ft-; the 
Swiss, 168, 239, 280, 314 
Confederation generale du Travail, 572-73 
Concessions, Rousseau, 198 
Confiscation of church property in the 
French Revolution, 229, 273; in the 
Russian Revolution, 7S6-87 
Congo, Belgian (Congo Free State), 596 ff. 
Congress, of Vienna (i8j4“i5), 309®-; 
map of Europe at the time of the Con- 
gress of Vienna, 862"63 ; of Troppau 
(1S20), 317; of Verona (1821), 3W; of 
Paris (1856), 374; of Berlin (1878), 
634-36. See Peace Congresses ; Peace 
Conference. 

Conservative party, English (Tory), 330, 
471, 474, 476, 491, 57S-79; German, 
409, 412, 549 ft. See Political parties. 
Co nsoli elated Third, the, 265 
Constantine the Great, 19, 23 
Constantinople (kon-stan'ti-no'p’l) (Is- 
tanbul), 19, 646, 702, 769 
Constitution, of Austria-Hungary, (1S67) 
425 ft. ; of France, (1791) 226 ff., (1793) 
24s, (W9S) 254, (1799, 1802, 1804) 
266 ff., (1814) 319 ft., (184S) 344, (1852) 
360, (1875) 458 ft. ; of Germany, (1806) 
284, (1848) 349 ft., (1867) 421 ft., (1870) 
453, (1919) 770 ft. ; of Italy, (1840) 381, 
385, (1926, 1928) 779 ff. ; of Russia, 
(1918) 784-85, (1936) 809; of the Slav 
states of eastern Europe, (191S, igig) 
769-70; of Turkey, (1908) 662, (1922) 

Constitutional Democratic party, Rus- 
sian, 707, 709 

Consulate and the Empire, The, Thiers, 
449 

Consulate, Decennial, 266-67; Lfto, 268 
Consuls, provisional, 264 
Continental system, Napoleon’s, 294 ft. 
Co-operatives (kolhozes), Russian, 807 
Copernicus (ko-pur'm-kus), Nicolaus, 39, 
176, iSo 
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“Cordial understanding” of 1904, 6390. 
Corn laws abolished in England, 482 
Corsica, 261 
Corti, Count, 637 
Costa Rica, 756 

Costume (illustrations showing), 14th and 
15th centuries, 27, 31, 32, 36, 45; 17th 
century, 55, 57, 67, 69, 80, 85 ; i8th 
century, 118, 127, 128, 155, 160, 161, 
167, 169, 172, 175, 181, 213, 2x4, 219, 
253; 19th century, 271, 311, 318, 363, 
366, 382, 386, 392, 400, 429, 463, 473, 
483, 496, 553; 20th century, 711, 727, 
788, 798, 81S, 820 

Council, the, of Commissars, 785 ; of 
State, 164, 266, 360; of the Empire, 
425; of Five Hundred, 254; of the 
League of Nations, 756, 792-99, 810; 
of Ten, 728 

Counter-revolutionists, 232, 236 ff., 244^ 
Coup d^eiat (koo'daTa'), of i8th Brumaire 
(1799), 265; of 1851, 359 
Credit Foncier (kra'de' foN'sya'), 365 
Credit Mobilier (mo'be'iya'), 367 
Crete, 14, 372, 829 

Crimean (to-me'an) War, 369 ff., 388 
Criminal code, French, 274; English, 470 
Croatia (kr6-a'siu-a), 74S 
Croats (kro'ats), 348, 660, 748 
Cromwell, Oliver, 64 ff. ; Richard, 69 
Covenant. See League of Nations. 

Cruce, Emeric, ii, 204 
Crusades, 28-29 
Cuba, 130, 613 ff. 

Curie (kii'reO, Madame, 521 ^ 

Curiosities of Literature, Isaac Disraeli, 472 
Custine (kiis'ten'), General, 240 
Cyprus, 636, 662 

Czechoslovakia (chek'o-slo-vii'ki-a), Re- 
public of, 72X, 743, 745-46, 763, 776; 
dismembered by Germany (i938-39)> 
821 ff. 

Czechs, 348, 660 

Czernin (cher'nin), Ottokar, Count, 701 

Da Gama (da ga'mii), Vasco, 39 
Daladier, French minister, 822 
Dalmatia (dal-ma'shi-a), 734 
Damascus, 736-37 

Danton (diin'toN'), Georges Jacques, 212, 
234, 238, 244, 246, 249, 250 
Danube, free navigation of the, 374 
Danzig (diin'tsik), 138, 289, 742, 796, 
824 

Darwin, Charles, 186, 648-50 
Das Kapital, Karl Marx, 533 
Damd Copperfield, Dickens, 336 
Da Vinci (dii ven'che), Leonardo, 37, 39, 
176 

Dawes Plan, 791, 802 
D’Azeglio (dad-zSl'yo), 383, 402 
Dedk (da'ak), Francis, 348, 427 
De Beers Mining Company, 600-01 


Debt, French, 156, 214; Egyptian, 604;' 

Moroccan, 655-56. See Great War. 
Declaration, of Frankfurt (1813), 301 ; of 
the Gailican Liberties (16S2), 72; of 
Independence (1776), 7 , i95, 218, 226, 
480; of the Rights of Man (1789), 211, 
226; of Rights (1688), 74 
Delcasse (del'ka'sa'), Theophile, 616, 656 
Delhante (del'aNt'), Jacques, 161 
Delmas (del'mas), General, 273 
De Maistre (de ma'tr’), Joseph, 320 
Democracy, 5, 7. See Government, Ex- 
tension of popular ; Constitution. 
Democracy in America, Tocqueville, 492 
Democracy Triumphant, Carnegie, 627 
Denmark, 4i3-i4> 4i5. 689, 768 
Departments, French administrative, 227, 
266 

Depression, 799 ff. 

Derby (dar'bl), L^d, 475 
Desmoulins (da'moo'laN'), Camille, 221 
Dewey, Commodore, 614 
Dialogue on the Two Principal Systems of 
the World, Galileo, 180 . 

Dialogues, Plato, 15 
Diamond Necklace Affair, 211 
Diamonds discovered in South Africa, 486, 
597 ff. 

Diaz (de'as), Bartholomew, 39 
Dickens, Charles, 336 
Dictatorship, Roman, 19 ; of Napoleon I, 
265-66; of Napoleon III, 360-61; of 
Garibaldi, 399 ; of the proletariat, 707, 
71 1 ; of the Bolshevik party, 7S5; in 
Turkey, 769; in Poland and Yugo- 
slavia, 770; of Mussolini, 779 ff.; in 
Germany, 802 ff. 

Diderot, Denis (ded'ro' de-ne'), 196, 207 
Diet of the Holy Roman Empire, 280-81 
Dillon (de'yoN'), General, 236 
Dimitrievich (de-me'tre-vich), 667 
Dioceses, Roman, 23 

Diplomatic crises (1905-1914), in Mo- 
rocco, 65s ff. ; in Bosnia, 658 ff. ; in the 
Balkans, 664 ff. ; Sarajevo, 666 ff. 
Diplomatic Revolution, of 1756-57, 
123 ff, ; of 1904, 640 

Directory, government of, 254 ff., 261, 263 
Disarmament, 704, 719, 730 ff., 757, 797- 
99 

Disraeli (diz-ra'Ii), Benjamin, Earl of 
Beaconsfield, 472 ff., 634, 635 ; Isaac, 472 
Dissenters, 70 

Divine right of kings, theory of, 57, 92, 
193 ff., 223 

Dnieper (ne'per) River, 138, 848 
Dodecanese (do-dek'a-nes') Islands, 737 
Dollfuss, president of Austria, 816 
Dominica, 134 
Dominion of Canada, 484 
Dostoievski (dos-toi-ySf-ske), Feodor, 467 
Dowlah, Surajah (soo-rii'ja dou'la), 13 1 
Dreyfus Affair (draTiis'), 568-69 
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“ Drive to the East,” German, 806, 822 
Dual Alliance, 636 : Control, 607 ; mon- 
archy, 427 ff. ; parliament, 427-28 
Dublin, 4Q0, 49 i 
D ucos (dii'ko), Roger, 264 
Duma (doo'ma), l^ssian, 707-08 
Dumouriez (dii'moo'rya'), General, 240- 
41, 243 

Dupleix (dii'pieks'), 131 
Dupont de Nemours (dil'poN' de ne- 
moorO, 225 

Duquesne (dd6-kan'), Fort, 122, 129 

Durham, Lord, 483 

Dutch Republic. See Holland. 

Dutch War, 97 

Dvina (dve-na') River, 138 

East India Company, English, 13 1 ; 

French, 87, 13 1, 134 
East Prussia, 109, 138, 742 
Eastern Roman Empire, 20 
Ebert (a'bert), Friedrich, 770, 775 
Ecclesiastical states in the Holy Roman 
Empire, 108, 280-81 

Economic conditions, in the Middle Ages, 
28 ff. See also Revolution, Industrial; 
Social classes; Social conflict; Social 
reform. 

Economic interdependence, 3 
Economic theory, 540 
Edict of Nantes (niiNt), 94, 96 
Edinburgh Renew, 4^ 

Education, in the Middle Ages, 32 ; in the 
1 8th century, 145 ; in soviet Russia, 
788-89; Napoleon I and, 275, 276; 
Napoleon III and, 364-65 
Edward VIII, 767 

Egypt, in ancient times, 16; and Na- 
poleon, 263 ; and the Crimean War, 
372; debt of, 604; Dual Control in, 
607 ; British occupation of, 607 ; Brit- 
ish protectorate in, 765 ; Kingdom of, 
765 ; and World War II, 829, 842 
Elba, 302 

Electors in the Holy Roman Empire, 
108 

Elizabeth, Tsarina of Russia (1741-1762), 
128 

Emancipate Your Colonies, Bentham, 589 
Emancipation, Russian Edict of, 466 
Emerson, R. W., 499, 517 
Emigres, French, 236 ff. ; Russian, 783 
Emile, Rousseau, 198, 200 
Empire. See Holy Roman Empire ; Brit- 
ish Empire; France; Napoleon I; 
Napoleon III ; Austria ; Germany ; 
Mexico. 

“Empire of Machines, The,” J. M. Clark, 
518 

Ems telegram, 435, 442 ff- 
Encyclopedia, Diderot, 8, 10, 161, 207 
Engels (en'gels), Friedrich, 533 
England, influence of on French thought in 


the 1 8th century, 189, 193-94. See 
Great Britain. 

English Church, and English revolution 
of the 17th century, 59, 70, 75 ; and Re- 
form Bill of 1832, 330; in Ireland, 488 
English Constitution, The, Delolme, 194 
Entente Cordiale (an'taNt' kor'dyaF) of 
1904, 643, 646 
Epicurus (ep'i-ku'rus), 18 
Epinal (a'pe'nal'), 684 
Equality, socialist newspaper, 564 
Erasmus (e-raz'miis), 35-37 
Eratosthenes (er'a-tos'the-nez), 17 
Erechtheum (e-rek-the'um), 17 
Erfurt Program, 558 
Erzberger, Matthias, 721 
Essay on Marnier s, Voltaire, 190 
Essay towards the Present and Future 
Peace of Europe, William Penn, 205, 206 
Essling, Battle of, 296 
Estate (First, Second, Third), 145 ff. 
Estates General of 1789, 84, 136, 211, 214, 
216, 218-20. See National Assembly, 
French. 

Esterhazy (Ss'ter-ha'ze), Major, 569 
Estonia (es-to'ni-a), Republic of, 712-13, 
742, 763, 769, 825 

Ethiopia, Italian conquest of (1936), Sio ; 

and World War II, 829 
Etruscan kings, iS 
Euclid (u'klid), 17 
Eugenie (u'zha'ne'). Empress, 439 
Euripides (u-rip'i-dez) , 1 5 
Europe, United States of, 9 
Exclusion Bill, English, 71 
Executions during the French Revolution, 
246, 253 ; during the Russian Revolu- 
tion, 783 ; under the Soviet, 809 
Explorations, isth century, 37 ff. 
Extra-territorial rights in China, 610 
Eylau (Flow), Battle of, 2 87 


Fabian Society, 576, 578, 579 
Facta, Luigi (loo-e'je), 778 
Factory Acts, English, 470, 581 
Factory system of industry, 3 2 8, 528 
Fairfax, General, 64 
Faraday, Michael, 496 
Far East. See Asia; China; Colonial 
expansion. 

Farmers, Irish, 489 

Farmers-General of the Taxes, 161, 228 
Fascism (fas'iz’m) in Italy, 776 ff. 

Fascisti Exposed, The, Matteotti, 780 
Fashoda (fa-sho'dli) Affair, 614-16, 640 
Fathers and Sons, Turgenev, 469 
Favre (fa'vri), Jules, 447 
Federation of British Colonies, 484 ff. 
Federation of Europe, projects for the, 
200 ff. See League of Nations. 
Federation of Socialist Workingmen of 
France, 564 
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1848), 346 

Ferdinand VII, King of Spain (1S14- 
1833), 317 , ^ . 

Ferdinand of Saxe-Cobiirg, Prince, 433 
Ferney (fer'iieO, Voltaire at, 190 
Ferry, Jules (fe're'' zhiil), 447 
Festival of the Supreme Being, 21 1, 252 
Feudal dues, 26, 151 ff., 227-28 
Feudalism in the Middle Ages, 25 3. 

Fez, French troops in, 657 
Finland, 707-08, 712-13, 742, 763, 76S, 
769, 792, 825 

Fists of Public Harmony, 619 
Fiume (fydo'ma), 734-35 
Five Hundred, Council of, 254 
Five-year plan, Russian, 787 ff., 807 
Fleurus (du'rusO, Battle of, 24S 
Fly-shuttle, invention of, 327 
Foch (fosh), General Ferdinand, 686, 699, 
71S, 731 

Fontainebleau (foN^ten'blo'), 301 
Forbes, General, 130 
Ford, Henry, 514 
Forts in the Great War, 684, 694 
“Four Year Plan,” 804 
Fourier (fdb^re-a'), Charles, 337, 532 
Fourteen Points, the, 719, 725, 727 ff. 
Four IF eeks in the Trenches, Kreisler, 696 
France, Kingdom to 1702: origin of, 26; 
organized by Louis XIV, 79-100; 
colonial rivalry with Great Britain in 
i8th century, 124, 130 ff., 134, 136; 
political and social conditions in the 
18th century, 145-169; revolution of 
1789, 211 ff. ; constitution of 1791, 226; 
economic and social changes, 227 ff.; 
abolition of monarchy, 239-40 
First republic, 17Q2-1S04: revolu- 
tionary government of the Terror, 
24s ff . ; defeat of the First Coalition, 
248-49 ; ascendancy of Robespierre, 
250-52 ; government of the Directory, 
2S4“SS ; rise of Napoleon, 263 ff. ; gov- 
ernment of the Consulate established, 
.265, 266; Napoleon takes title of 
Emperor, 268 

Napoleonic empire, 1804-1814: or- 
ganization of French institutions by 
Napoleon, 272-77 ; European empire of 
Napoleon, 277-92; end of Napoleon’s 
power in Europe, 292-301 ; Bourbon 
restorations of 1814, 1815, 301-04 
Kingdom, 1813-1848: under Louis 
XVIII and Charles X, 319-22 ; revolu- 
tion of 1830 and reign of Louis Philippe, 
322-24; revolution of 1848, 342 
Second republic, 1848-1832, 344-43, 
3S6p5S 

Second empire, 1832-1870: economic 
and religious policy of Napoleon III, 
364-69; Crimean War, 3691!.; and 
the unification of Italy, 3 88 ff. ; and the 


unification of Germany, 416, 434; and 
the Franco-Prussian War, 438 ff.; 
establishment of third republic, 447, 454 
Third republic, 1S71-: constitution 
of, 456 ff. ; Sixteenth of May, 561-62 ; 
Boulanger Affair, 562 ff. ; rise of social- 
ism, 564 ff.; reorganization of parties 
in, 566-6S; Dreyfus Affair, 568-69; 
social reform in, 570; and syndicalism, 
571; colonial expansion, 589, 607, 
610 ff., 620-22, 633; alliance with 
Russia, 638-39; entente with Great 
Britain, 639 ff. ; Morocco crisis, 655 ff. ; 
Sarajevo crisis, 669 ff. ; the Great War, 
682, 685, 688, 6 q 3, 700, 714-15; the 
Peace Conference, 728, 731 ff., 736 ff., 
754, 756; after the war, 768, 773, 775, 
784, 791, 792, 795, 797“99, 817, S22 ff. ; 
and World War II, 824 ff. 
Franche-Comte (fraNsh'-koN'ta'), 97 
F'rancis I, Emperor of Austria (1792- 
1835), 282, 310 

Francis II, King of Naples (i 859-1 S60), 399 
Francis Ferdinand, Archduke, 667 
Francis Joseph, Emperor of Austria (1848- 
1916), 347, 392, 395, 42s ff., 633, 667 
Franco-Prussian War, beginnings of, 433, 
43S ff. ; military events, 444 ff. ; siege 
of Paris, 447-48; Treaty of Frankfurt, 
450; results of, 451 ff. 

Franco-Russian alliance of 1894, 638-39 
FranMurt (frank'fdbrt), Declaration of 
C813), 301 ; National Assembly of 
(1848), 348; Peace of (1871), 448 ff. 
Franklin, Benjamin, 3, 123, 758 
Franks invade Gaul, 24 
Frederick I, King of Prussia (1701-1713), 
109-10 

Frederick II, King of Prussia (1740-1786), 
104, no, 117, 118, 120, 124, 126, 172 
Frederick William, Elector of Branden- 
burg (1640-1688), 109 
Frederick William I, King of Prussia 
(1713-1740), no 

Frederick William III, King of Prussia 
(1797-1840), 310 

Frederick William IV, King of Prussia 
(1840-1861), 346, 349 
Freedom, of the seas, 704, 719-20, 729; 

the four freedoms, 8 48 
Free State, Irish, 763-65 
Free trade, within Germany, 431 ; adopted 
in England, 481-82; with the British 
colonies, 481-82; Bismarck and, 550; 
and the Fourteen Points, 735-36; and 
the Atlantic Charter, 849 
French Congo, 658 
French and Indian War, 129 
French Revolution, of 1789, 2iiff. ; of 
1830, 319 ff. ; of 184S, 342 ff,; of 1870, 
454. Revolution, Political, 
Friedland (fred'lant), Battle of, 288 
Fronde (froNd), the civil war of the, 81, 88 
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Fuad I (foo'ad), King of Egypt, 765 
Fuller, Margaret, 338 
Fulton, Robert, 512 
Future guarantees, demand for, 441 

Gabelle (salt tax), 84, 154, 165 
Gag laws, in England, 317 
Galicia (ga-lish'i-a), 138, 296, 311, 426 ff., 
740-41 

Galileo (gal'i-le^o), 39, 177, 184-85 
Galilean (French) Church, 92-93 
Gallipoli Expedition, 688 
Gambetta, Leon, 447, 456, 458, 561 
Gandhi, M. K-, 766 
Garibaldi, Giuseppe (Joseph), 398 ff. 

Gaul, ancient, 19 

General Federation of Trade Unions, 575 

Geneva, 196 

Genoa, 262, 386 

Genoa, Duke of, 433 

Gensonne (zhan'so'na'), Armand, 235 

George, Henry, 576 

George II, King of England (1727-1760), 
124 

George III, King of England (1760-1820), 
128 

German East Africa, 736 
German New Guinea, 736 
German Southwest Africa, 736 
Germans, invade Roman Empire, 24 ff. ; 
converted to Christianity, 30 ; in 
Czechoslovakia, 743; in Yugoslavia, 
748 ; subject to alien rule, 750, 820-23 
Germany, Holy Roman Empire to 1806: 
organization of, 108, 280-^81 ; the Act of 
Secularization, 281 ; Rhine Confedera- 
tion and end of Holy Roman Empire, 
284 ; conquest of Prussia by Napoleon, 
286 ff. 

French domination, 1806-1814: French 
institutions in, 290; north coast an- 
nexed to France, 296-97 ; war of libera- 
tion and restoration, 300-04, 31 1, 314 
Confederation, 1815-1866: repressive 
government in, 316; revolution of 
1848, 345 ff.; Frankfurt National As- 
sembly, 348 ; Bismarck’s plan for uni- 
fication, 4iiff. ; Austro-Prussian War 
of 1866, 415 ff. ; Confederation of 1815 
dissolved, 420. See Austria-Hungary. 

North German Confederation, 1867- 
1871: constitution of, 421, 423; crea- 
tion of Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, 
425 ff.; Franco-Prussian War, 444 ff.; 
annexation of Alsace-Lorraine, 450; 
union of South German states and 
North German Confederation to form 
German Empire, 1871, 453 
German Empire, 1871-1Q18: Bis- 
marck and the National Liberal Party, 
548 ff . ; the Kulturkampf, 550 ; rise of 
socialism, 551 ff. ; Bismarck’s Conserv- 
ative policies, 552; Bismarck and the 


Social-Democratic Labor party, 554 ff. ; 
growth of socialism, 557 ; industrial 
development and colonial expansion, 
SQo, 642; formation of the Triple Al- 
liance, 636-37; intervention in Mo- 
rocco, 655 ff. ; and the Sarajevo Crisis, 
668 ff. ; and the Great War, 674, 682— 
83,^6852., 700, 712 ff.; territory oc- 
cupied by Allied troops, 725; and the 
Peace of Versailles, 730, 733, 736 S., 
741-42 

^ German Republic, igip-igjj: revolu- 
tions of 1918, 720, 770; constitution of 
iQi9> 771 ff.; economic conditions, 
773 ff.; reparations problem, 773, 775- 
76, 80s ; and the Locarno Treaties, 
797 ; map of Germany according to the 
Treaty of Versailles, 732 

N aziThird Reich, iQss- : 802 ff. ; 820- 
24; and World War II, S24 ff. 

Germany and the Next War, Bernhardi, 653 
Gibraltar, 99, 589 

Girondists (ji-ron'dists), 235 ff., 244-45, 
254 

Gladstone, WiUiam Ewart, 473-78, 488 ff., 
576, 578 
Godesberg, 822 
Gold, 362, 486, 601, 616 
Good Hope, Cape of, 311. See also Cape 
Colony. 

Gotha Program, 551 
Gothic architecture, 33 
Government of India Act, 765 
Government, of the Roman Empire, 21 ; 
of the Holy Roman Empire, 108, 280; 
in the Middle Ages, 25 ; in the 17th and 
1 8th centuries, 51, 163; in modern 
times, S3 

Extension of popidar government: in 
Austria, 425; in Belgium, 324; in 
Egypt, 765; in England, 56, 61, 6S-69, 
73 j 330» 470 ff., 763 ; in English colonies, 
479 ff.; in France, 216, 226, 239, 245, 
254, 309, 319, 342 ff., 454 ff. ; in Ger- 
many, 345, 349, 420 548 ff., 770 ff. ; in 
Hungary, 425, 770 ; in Italy, 347, 402 ; 
in India, 766 ; in Ireland, 765 ; in Slav 
states of eastern Europe, 769-70; of 
Turkey, 769 

Recent experiments in government: in 
Italy, 776 ff. ; in Russia, 782 ff. See 
Dictatorship. 

Theories of : divine right, 57, 92, 193 ff., 
223; natural right, 193 ff., 199 
Gramont (gra'moN'), Duke of, 441 
Grand Design of Henry IV, 205, 31 4-^5 
Great Britain (England), in 17th century 
revolution: quarrel between Parliament 
and the Stuart kings, ^ 53 ff-; Long 
Parliament and the Civil War, 61-64; 
the Commonwealth, 65-69 ; restoration 
of Charles II, 1660, 69 ; Charles II and 
Parliament, 70 ff.; James II and the 
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Great Britain (England) — Continued 
Revolution of 1688, 72 ff. ; importance 
of the English Revolution, 74 ff. 

In i 8 th century era of colonial expan- 
sion: rivalry with France and Spain, 
106-07 ; enters Spanish and Austrian- 
Succession wars, 99, 116; supports 
Frederick the Great in the Seven Years* 
War, 126 ff. ; conquests in North Amer- 
ica and India, 129 ff, ; social conditions, 
i68_; influence of English thought and 
institutions on French thought, 18^88, 
193 ff., 217; enters the First Coalition 
against France, 243 ; enters the coali- 
tions against Napoleon, 282 ff., 287, 
289, 294 ff., 303-04 ; takes part in the 
Congress of Vienna and the Settlement 
of 1815, 309 ff. ; repressive government 
in, 316 

In igth century era of liberal political 
reform: beginnings of reform move- 
ment, 326; influence of Industrial 
Revolution on reform movement, 326; 
the Reform Bill of 1832, 332-34; hu- 
manitarian reforms in, 33^37 ; in the 
Crimean War, 372 ff.; Reform Bills of 
1867, 1884-85, 475-78; right of self-gov- 
ernment acquired by the colonies, 479- 
87 ; Gladstone’s Irish reform measures, 
487-91 ; rise of socialism and formation 
of Labor party, 575-79 >' Liberal-Labor 
social reforms, 1906-1914, 579 ff- . 

5 In iQth and 20ih century era of indus- 
trial and colonial expansion: decline of 
the “Little England” movement, 589; 
colonial expansion in last quarter of 
19th century, 590; expansion in Africa, 
597 ff., 603 ff. ; in China, 6og ff. ; the 
Fashoda Affair, 614 ff. ; the Boer War, 
616 ff. ; helps suppress the Boxer Rebel- 
lion, 620-21 ; obtains Cyprus at the 
Congress of Berlin, 636; Entente Cor- 
diale with France, 1904, 639; growing 
rivalry with Germany, 640-43 ; conven- 
tion with Russia, 1907, 646 ff. ; supports 
France in the Morocco crisis of 1911, 
658 ; part taken in the Sarajevo crisis, 
669 ff. ; in the Great War, 682 ff., 700- 
02, 714; in the Peace Conference, 728, 
73 1 > 733-34. 736-38, 754; economic and 
political effects of the war in England, 
7 66-68; suffrage granted to women, 
763 ; self-government in Ireland, Egypt, 
and India, 763-66; international rela- 
tions since World War 1 , 791-99, 810, 
814, 816 ff. 

In World Warn, 819 ff- 
“Great Fear,” the, 223-24 
Great Sword Society, Chinese, 619 
Great War of 1914-1918, Sarajevo crisis 
leading up to, 666 ff. ; responsibility for, 
666, 674 ff.; chief periods oL 681-82; 
resources of opposing sides in, 682-83 ; 


first Battle of the Marne, 684 ff . ; vic- 
tories of Central Powers in the east, 
687-89; naval war of 1914-16, 689 ff. : 
Battles of Verdun and the Sommej 
692 ff. ; character of the war, 694-97 ; 
cost in men and money, 697-98 ; effect 
on the soldiers, 698-99 ; peace proposals 
of 1917, 700-02 ; United States enters 
and Russia withdraws, 703 ff. ; second 
Battle of the Marne, 713-16; collapse 
of Central Powers, and armistice, 717 
Greater Serbia, 660 ff., 748 
Greece, civilization of in ancient times, 
14 ff, ; war of independence in, 318, 662 ; 
and the Balltan Wars, 664-66 ; dispute 
with Italy in 1920, 793 ; dispute with 
Bulgaria in 1925, 793 ; and World War 
II, 829 

Greek (Orthodox) Church, in ; in Russia, 
789-90 

Grenada (gre-na'da), Island of, 134 
Grevy, Jules (gra've', zhiil), 562 
Grey, Earl, 331 ff. 

Grey, Sir Edward, 581, 631, 669 ff. 
Griqualand (gre'kwa-land) West, 598 
Grote (grot), George, 331 
Grotius (gr 5 'shi-us), Hugo, 104, 201-03 
Grouchy (groo'she'), General, 303-04 
Guen de Kerengal, 225 
Guesde, Jules, 564-65 
Guilds, in the Middle Ages, 29 ; in France 
in the 17th and i8th centuries, 86, 88, 
160-61 ; abolished in France, 228 ; and 
the Industrial Revolution, 527 ff. 
Guillotine, 246 

Guizot (ge'zo'), Frangois Pierre, 322, 410 
Gumplowicz (gdbm-plo'vkh), 653 
Gunpowder, introduction in Europe, 39 

Habana (Havana), 614 

Habeas Corpus Act, English, 71, 317 

Habsburg, Rudolph of, 27 

Ha^e Tribunal, 627, 754, 796-97 

Hailie Selassie, 810, 829 

Hail of Mirrors, 91, 163, 454 . 

Hamburg, 108, 289, 294, 431 
Hampden, John, 58 
Hankow, 816 

Hanover, Duchy of (to 1815), Kingdom of 
(1815-1866), 108, 124, 280, 287, 416 ff. 
Hanriot (ilN're-o'), Frangpis, General, 245 
Hanse cities, 289, 291, 431 
Hardenberg, Friedrich Ludwig von, 310 
Hardie, Keir, 578, 581 
Harding, Warren G., 762 
Hausen, General von, 686 
Haussmann, Baron, 369 
Havana. See Habana. 

Hawaiian Islands, 590, 832, 833, 835 
Hawthorne, Nathaniel, 338 
Hebert (a'bar'), Jacques Rene, 249 
Hejaz (hg-jli:^), the, 737 
Hellenistic civilization, 16, 18 



INDEX 


Henderson, Arthur, 578, 581 
Henry IV, King of France (1580-1610) 
79, 94, 97 

Herald of Peace, the, 341 

Herding, Georg, German chancellor, 716 
Hertzen, Alexander, 465-67 
Hesse-Cassel (hes-kas'ei), Duchy of, 280 
416 u. ’ 

Hesse-Darmstadt, Duchy of, 28 o-8:j 
415 ff., 424 if. 

Hindenburg, Paul von. President of Ger- 
many (1925-1935), 688, 772 
History, character of v-vii ; dehnitions of 
I ft.; Voltaire and, 190; Karl Marxes 
phi osophy of 534; the imperialist 
philosophy of, 650 ff. 

HiMory oj the Comulate mid the Emtire 
Thiers, 357 ^ 

History of England, Rapin, 193 
History of the Peloponnesian Jfar Thu- 
cydides, 15 J 

thought: Greek and Roman 
literature, 15 ff. ; medieval thought 

m ^5 ft.; new ideas 
in 17th and 18th centuries, 17*: ff* 

S?ience""''^'''^’ Mft. ^ 

Hitler, Adolf, 776, S02-06, 816 ff, 820 ff. 
Hoche (oshh General, 262 
Hodcl (he'dSl), 552 
Hohenlohe (ho'Sn-Is'e), Adolph, 400 
Hohenlohe, Prince Chlodwig 4?, 
Hohenzollern (hfen-tsol'Srn) dynasty 
founders and rulers of Prussia, 109, 440 
Frederick; WiUiam; Frederfck 

HoUand (Dutch Republic), and wars with 
Louis XIV,_ 97, 99 ; political and social 
renditions in, 168-69; and the French 

=48, 263; tons- 
formed into the Batavian Republic 
279-80; int9 the Kingdom of Holland 
Napoleon Bonaparte 
(i86o;-i8io), 285-86; French institu- 
tions in, ^275, 290 ; and the “ Continental 
system. 294; annexed to France 
(1810) 296; united with Belgium to 
of the Netherlands 
under William of Orange (1814), 314* 
independence of Belgium in 1830, 32?* 
colonial empire of, 486; and the Great 
suffrage in, 763; and 

World War II, 826 
Holstein, 420-21 
Holy Alliance, 315 

Holy Roman Empire, 107, 200, 280 ff 857 
Austria; Prussia; Germany. ’ 

British dominions, 
479 ft.; m India, 765-66; in Ireland 
490-91, 764-65 

Hong Kong, 609, 610, 646, 815 
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Humanists, the Renaissance, ss 
Humamtananism, 5, 335 ff ff 
Hundred Days, the! 303 

‘he second, 114 
Hungary, revolution of 1848 in ^ad- 
government of, in the Austro-Hun^ 

fudon 425 ff.; revo- 

^918 in, 720; and the Treaty 

kinvdom^nf’*, ^^dependent 

T » admitted to 
the League pf Nations, 756; prevented 
Habsburg dynasty, 
709, financial reorganization of, 70=; • 
annexes part of Czechoslovakia (1939)’ 
823. Austria; ^Magyars. 

Hunt, “Orator,” 316 
Huss, John, 41 
Hwang (Yellow) river, 815 
Hyndman, Henry, 576 

Imperialism, the new, 626-27 ; and social- 
Sr philosophy of, 6oi ff., 

048 tt See Colonial expansion, 
mpenal University, Napoleon’s, 276-77 
Impossibilists, the, 565 » / // 

Indemnity, exacted by Napoleon I, 263 • 
imposed on France (1S15 and 1871). 
304, 350; on China (1805, 1900), 611- 
“ U'hey (1878), 634 ; on 
Dernmny (1919), 737-39: offered to 
the Pope (1871), 452; accepted by 
the Pope (1929), 782; to Greece. 793 
Independents (Separatists), 65 

fnlVi®° «■». Mapof, 860 

Indo-Clima, Irendi, 5,89, Pro, 835 
Indulgences, papal, 40 
Industrial Revolution in England, 327-30. 

oee Revolution, Industrial. 

Industry, revolution in during the igth 
century, 507 ff.; Napoleon and, 367* 
effect of machines on, 5275.; Fascist 
organization of, 780—81 ; soviet organ- 
ization of, 786-88, 807-08. See Revo- 
lution, Industrial. 

Inquisition, the Holy, 180 

Institutes of the Christian Religion, Calvin 

T 42 . 

Insurrection, of July, 1789, 221 ff.; of 
August 10, 1792, 237-38; of May, 
I 793 > 245; of 13 Vendemiaire (1795), 
255, 260; of 1832 in England, 331; 
attempted by Louis Napoleon (1836 
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Insurrection — Continued 

1840), 356; the Paris Commune (1871), 
454; in China (1900), 620; of Russian 
peasants (1917), 708; of the Irish Sinn 
Fein (1916), 764. Sec Revolution, 

Political 

Intendancies, French administrative, 164 

Intendant, 153, 164 

“International,” the workingmen’s, 537 

International boycott, 758 

International Court. See Permanent 
Court of International Justice; Hague 
Tribunal 

Internationalism, and modern history, 
10 ff. See International relations; 
League of Nations. 

International law, Grotius and modern, 
200 ff. ; disregarded in the Great War, 
689 ff., 704. See International rela- 
tions ; League of Nations. 

International relations, 1919-1939: repa- 
rations, 791-92 ; conflicts between 
states, 793, 820-24; bankruptcy of 
Austria and Hungary, 793-94; Saar 
Valley and Danzig, 795, 796; World 
Court established, 796-97; disarma- 
ment conferences, 798-99. See League 
of Nations; Diplomatic crises; Wars. 

Inventions, and modern civilization, 2-4 ; 
the 18th century and the Industrial 
Revolution, 327; primitive, 500; and 
economic interdependence, 513 ff- See 
Machines ; Revolution, Industrial 

Investment banks, and colonial expansion, 

593 ff. 

Ireland, reform movement m, 487 ff. ; 
religious grievances of, 488 ; land ques- 
tion, 488 ff. ,* home rule, 490 ff., 764- 

65 

Ismail Pasha (is'ma-eP pa-sha'), 603 ff. 

Ismet Inonu, 769 

Istria (is'tri-a), 734~3S 

Italy, under the Roman Empire, 18 ff.; 
and the medieval church, 30 ff.; and 
the Renaissance, 35-37; Napoleon’s 
conquest of, 262-63, 267, 285; French 
institutions in, 275, 291 ; restoration of 
iSisin, 311, 314; Revolution of 1848 in, 
345 ff. ; Napoleon III and, 376, 388 ff. ; 
political conditions in (1815-1860), 
379-80 ; movement for independence of, 
380 ff. ; Cavour’s preparations for in- 
dependence of, 385 ff. ; war with Aus- 
tria (1859), 391 ff- ; popular revolutions 
and the creation of the Kingdom of 
Italy (1861), 397 ff-; and the Austm- 
Prussian War (1866), 416, 420; unifi- 
cation completed (1870), 451 ; and the 
Triple Alliance, 636-38; colonial ex- 
pansion of, 637; and the Great War, 
688, 702 ; and the Fourteen Points, 
719 ; economic collapse of, after the war, 
777; Mussolini and the Fascist state, 


777 ff. ; Concordat with the Pope, 781 ; 
international relations of, 797, 799, 805- 
06, 810, 812, 820; conquers Ethiopia 
(1936), 810 ; . and the Locarno Treaties, 
797; and World War 11, 828, 829, 842 
lurisconsulti, Roman, 23 
lus gentium, Roman law and the, 23 
Imnhoe, Scott, 335 

Jacobin party, 244 ff., 264 
James I, King of England (1603-1625), 
53 ff- 

James II, King of England (1685-1688), 
72 ff. 

James, William, 728 
Jameson, Dr. Leander, 617 
Japan, Europeanization of, and the Chi- 
nese war, 610 ; and the Philippines, 614 ; 
and the Boxer Rebellion, 619-21 ; war 
with Russia, 621 ff. ; the Great W’'ar, 
682; the Peace Conference, 728, 736; 
disarmament, 798; invasion of China 
(1936-), 813 ff.; government of, 814; 
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and the Saar Valley, 731, 733, 795; and 
the mandated colonies, 737, 795; and 
Danzig, 742, 796; organization and 
powers of, 751 ff. ; activities of, 792 ff.; 
applies economic sanctions, 810 
Leboeuf (le-buF), Marshal, 445 


Leeds, 328-29 

Left bank, 240, 243, 24S, 702, 731 ff. 
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Legnano (la-nya'no), 394 
Leipzig (lip'sik), Battle of, 300 
Lemberg (lem'berK) (Lwow), 688, 740-41 
Lenin (len'm), Nicolai, 711-12, 782, 783, 
785 ff., 806, 808 
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Marconi (mar-ko'ne), 513 
Marco Polo, 61 1 

Marengo (ma-ren'go), Battle of, 267 
Margherita, Count, 397 
Maria Theresa (ma-ri'a te-re'sa), Empress 
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Matteotti (mii'ta'o'te), 780 
Mazarin (ma'za'rhN'), Cardinal, 81 
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Napoleon Bonaparte (Napoleon I), Em- 
peror of the French (1804-1815), 
268 ff.5 and the insurrection of 13 Ven- 
demiaire, 255; character of, 259-62; 
campaign in Italy (1796-97), 261; 
becomes master of France, 263 ff.; 
Decennial Consulate, 266 ff. ; Life 
Consulate, 268 ff. ; reasons for popu- 
larity of, 268 ff. ; and the Catholic 
Church, 272; and the codification of 
French law, 273 ff. ; and system of 
public schools, 275 ; extension of empire 
in Italy and Germany, 279 ff. ; parti- 
tion of Prussia, 286 ff. ; alliance with 
Russia, 288; character of the empire 
in 1810, 289-91 ; reasons for European 
opposition to, 292 ff. ; and the “ Con- 
tinental system,” 294; Russian cam- 
paign, 297 ff. ; end of European empire, 
291 ff. ; end of power in France, 301-04 ; 
legend of, 357. See France. 

Napoleon III, Emperor of the French 
(1852-1870), president of the second 
republic, 344 ; character and ideas, 
356; establishes the second empire, 
358; popularity of, 360 ff.; religious 
and economic policies, 364-68 ; and 
the Crimean War, 369 ff. ; and the 
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independence, 375-76, 388-90, 393-96; 
and German unification, 416, 418; 
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the Spanish throne question, 433-34, 
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Nassau (na'sou), 280, 416 ff., 420 
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National Liberal party, 549 ff. 
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National Socialist party, 802 
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National workshops, 342 ff. 
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in Egypt, 607, 765 ; in Germany, 408 ff. ; 
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Turkey, 661-62, 736-37 ; and socialism, 
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Oyama (6'ya-ma), General, 622-23 
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Pantheon, 21 
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Paris: treaties of, (1763), 134; (1814-15), 
301, 304; (1856), 374; in the 18th 
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ference, 726 ff. ; and World War II, 
826. Map, 248 
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1884-85, 475-78; in 1911, 584; suf- 
frage granted to women, 763 
Parliament, Turkish national, 662, 769 
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and Austria-Hungary, 742 ff.; and the 
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Peace congresses, 341-42 
Peace societies, 340 ff., 626 
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in the i8th century, 142, 149 ff., 216-17, 
223; Irish, 48911.; Russian, 4640., 
783, 786-87, 788, 807. See Manor. 
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War, 1 13, 1 16; partition of, 137; par- 
tially restored as the Grand Duchy of 
Warsaw, 289, 296-97; re-partition of, 
in 1815, 303, 310; revolution in (1S4S), 
346, (1863), 468, 633; and the Great 
War, 688, 702, 712-13 ; and the Four- 
teen Points, 719; republic of, created, 
739 ff., 769, 770; and Hitler, 823 ; and 
World War II, 825. Map, 137. 

Polish Corridor, 741, 821 
Political parties, Catholic, 540, 549, 5S3> 
566-67; Conservative, 320, 330, 359> 
365, 38s, 409, 438, 471-72, 475 ff-» 

488 ff., 491, 549 ff-, 553, 561, 567-68, 
575, 577, 583, 767 ; Liberal, Whig, Mod- 
erate, 71, 244, 322-23, 325, 330, 347-4S> 
385, 409, 439, 471, 474 ff-, 491, 5.49, 
552, 561, 577-78, 707; Nationalist, 
467, 549, 567-68, 579, 802 ; Radical, 
Republican, 244, 322, 325, 331, 344, 
347-48, 359, 385, 439, 561; Socialist, 
Labor, 344, 538 ff., 551 ff., 566 ff., 575- 
78, 707, 766-68; Belgian, 325; Brit- 
ish, 71, 330 fl, 471, 491, S7S~79, 766- 
68; French, 244, 320-23, 344, 359, 
365, 438-39, 448 ff., 561, 566-68; Ger- 
man, 348 ff., 409, 549 ff., 552-53, 77L 
802; Italian, 385, 777 ff-; Russian, 
467, 707, 785; Spanish, 812 
Politics, Treitschke, 653 
Politics, Bossuet, 92 
Pomerania, 109 

Pondicherry (pon'di-sher'i), 131 
Pont Neuf (poN nuf), 159, 230 
Poor Relief Act, 470 
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Popish Plot, 71 
‘ ‘ Popular F ront, ” 806 
Population, statistics of, for Austria- 
Hungary, 660, 748, 749; Germany, 511, 
590, 642; Ireland, 489; England, 502, 
51 1, 590; France, 15s, iS9» 502, 511, 
590; map, 800 
Port Arthur, 611-13, 621-26 
Porto Rico, 5 90, 614 
Portsmouth, Treaty of, 623, 626 
Portuga,!, 243, 294, 589 
Possibilists, 565 
Power loom, invention of, 327 
Prague (praK), Peace of, 420 
Praise of Folly, Erasmus, 37 
Praxiteles (pra,k-sit'e-lez), 15 
Prayer Book, English, 60 
Prefects, French, 266 
Prefectures, Roman, 23 
Presbyterian Church, 61 
Pressburg, Peace of, 283 
Pretoria, 619 
Pride’s Purge, 67 
Prime de Rivera, 812 
Prince Edward’s Island, 484 
Principia, Newton, 186 
Printing from movable type, 39 
Progress and Poverty, Henry George, 576 
Progress oj Science and the Arts, Rousseau, 
196 

Progressive Liberal party, German, 409, 
549. See Political parties. 

Project for Peace, Saint-Pierre, 206, 315 
Propagandist Decree, 1792, 241 
Protectorate, in Morocco, 658; in Egypt, 

765 

Protestant religion: in Ireland, 488; in 
soviet Russia, 789-790. See Reforma- 
tion ; English Church ; Huguenots. 
Protocol of 1852, 414 
Proudhon (prdo'doN'), 469, 536 ff. 
Provinces, Roman, 23 
Provisional government, in France, 245, 
265, 343, 447 ; in Russia, 709-10 
Provisory Executive Council, 238 
Prussia, Kingdom of, origin of, 27, 109; 
organization and enlargement of, 117- 
21, 124-29; and the partition of 
Poland, 138; war with France (1792- 
i79S)» 237,^ 240, 243; and the Act of 
Secularization (1803), 281-82; con- 
quest of, by Napoleon (1806), 286 ff.; 
restored (1815), 310, 314; Constitution 
of 1850, 349; military reforms in, 
408-1 1 ; Schleswig-Holstein question 
and the Austro-Prussian War (1866), 
413-20; annexations to, 1866, 420-21; 
and the North German Confederation 
of 1867, 42 i ff. ; and the Franco- 
Prussian War of 1870, 4443. See 
Bismarck; Germany. 

Ptolemaic (t5FS-ma'ik) Empire, 16 
Pufendorf, 203 


“Purge,” Russian, 809 
Puritans, the English, 59 ff. 

Putsch (pooch) ,775 

Quadrilateral, the Italian, 394 
Quakers, English, 70 
Quatre Bras (ka'tr’ bra'), 303 
Quebec, 122, 129, 130 
Queensland, Province of, 485 

Rabaut-Pommier (ra'bo' pom'ya'), S03 
Race Conflict, Gumpiowicz, 653 
Radical party. See Political parties. 
Radical Republican party, 566-67. See 
Political parties. 

Radical Socialist party, 566-67. See 
Political parties. 

Railroads and modem civilization, 4, ii, 
367, 589. See Revolution, Industrial. 
Rallies, the, 567 

Ranke (ran'ke), Leopold von, 438 
Rapallo (ra-pal'l6), Treaty of, 735 
Raphael, 37 

Rapin (ra'p^N), Paul de, 193 

Rastatt (ra'shtat), Treaty of, 99 

Ravensburg, Duchy of, 109 

“Rebels,” Spanish, 812 

Recollections of a Sportsman, Turgenev, 466 

Red army, in Germany, 775 ; in Russia, 

783 

Red Sea, 737 

Reflections on the French Revolution, 
Burke, 242-43 

Reform Bill of 1832, 330-334; of 1867, 
475 ; of 1884 and 1885, 477 ff- 
Reformation, Protestant, 14, 35, 39 ff., 200 
Reich, Deutsches (doich'es riK), 453, 776, 
802 ff., 820 ff. 

Reichsmarks (riics'marksO, 776, 791, 800 

Reichsrat (rlKs'rat), 771 

Reichstag (riKs'taK), 422, 548 ff., 555, 771 

Reims (r^Ns), 687, 7i4“i5 

Reinsurance Treaty, 638 

Rembrandt, 37 

Renaissance, 14, 35 ff. 

Rentenmarks (ren'ten-marks'), 776 
Reparations Commission, 739, 791 
Reparations, German, 737“39» 773j 77S» 

791 

Republic: of Austria, 748, 769, 770, S21; 
Batavian, 280 ; Cisalpine, 263 ; of 
Czechoslovakia, 745, 769, 770, 821; 
English Commonwealth, 68 ; of Estonia, 
763, 769; of Finland, 763, 769; of 
Florence, 347; first French, 239, 240, 
245, 254 ff., 273 ; second French, 344- 
4S> 359; third French, 447, 458-60, 
560-71; German, 770®., 802; Helve- 
tian, 280; of Latvia, 763, 769; Ligurian, 
262; of Lithuania, 763, 769; of Poland, 
739 ff., 772; Roman (509 b.c.) 19, 
(1848) 347; Russian Soviet, 7845.; 
of San Marino, 379; of Turkey, 769 
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Republican Democratic Union, 568 
Republican party. See Political parties, 
Republican. 

Restoration, English, 6g fl ; French, 301, 
304; European, 310-14 
Reval (ra'val) (Tallinn), harbor of, 743 
Revisionist movement, Socialist, 558 
Revolution, intellectual: 175-207 

Industrial: in England, 327-30; 
Age of, 492, 497 ff. ; influence of science 
and invention on, 501 £E, ; and increase 
of population, 502 ; and increase in 
wealth, 506 ff. ; and growth of cities, 
509 ff. ; and economic interdependence, 
512 ff. ; and conditions of living, 517 ff. ; 
and social conflict, 526 ff., 347 ff. ; and 
colonial expansion, 584-85, 588 ff., 

590 ff. ; in Germany, 642-43 
Political: Age of, 173; American, 
(1775-83) 137. 173; Austrian, (1848) 
348-49, (1918) 720; Canadian, (1837) 
483 ; English, (1640) 61 ff,, (1688) 72- 
75, (1832) 326 ff,; French, (1789) 211- 
56, (1830) 319 ff., (1848) 342 ff.; 

German, (1848) 348-49, (^9i8) 720, 770; 
Greek, (1821) 318; Italian, (1848) 347, 
(1859-60), 394-95, 398-99; Irish, 

(1916) 764 ; Neapolitan, (1820) 317-18, 
(i860) 398 ff. ; Polish, G863) 468, 
(1918) 740; Russian, (1905) 626, 707, 

, (1917) 706, 710, 782, 784, 785 ; Spanish, 
(1S20) 317-18, (1868) 433; Turkish, 
(1908) 661, (1919) 769 
Revolutionary committees, 246 
Revolutionary societies, secret, 316 ff. 
Revolutionary Tribunal, 212, 246, 254 
Rhenish Gazette, 533 
Rhenish Palatinate, 432 
Rhenish Prussia, 314 
Rhine barrier, 314 

Rhine Confederation of 1806, 282-84 
Rhineland Republic, 775 
Rhodes, Cecil, 598 ff., 602, 617 ff. 

Rhodes, Herbert, 598 
Rhodes Scholarships, 602 
Rhodesia, 602-03, 617 
Ricardo, David, 481 
Richelieu (re'she-lyu'), 79» 97? 416 
Rights of War and Peace, Grotius, 201-03 
Risorgimento, II, Cavour, 383 
Roberts, Lord, 618 

Robespierre (ro'bes-pyar'), Maximilien, 
212, 244, 249, 250-53 
Rocca, General, 396 
Rohan (ro'a.N'"), Chevalier de, 189 
Roland, J. M., 244 
Roland, Madame, 234-35, 244, 246 
Romagna (r6-man'yii)» the, 395, 397 
Roman civilization, 18-23 
Roman conquests, 19 
Roman Empire, 19-24. See Holy Roman 
Empire. 

Roman Law, 21 ff. 


Roman Republic, 19-20, 364, 398 
Romance languages, 20 
Romantic movement, 335 
Rome, founding of, 18 ; and the medieval 
church, 31; annexed to France, 297; 
occupied by Italian army, 451-52 
Roon, Albrecht von, 409, 443 
Roosevelt, Franklin D., 819, 831, 832, 
833, 848 ff. 

Roosevelt, Theodore, 623, 652 
Roscher (rosh'er), William, 540 
Rossbach, Battle of, 126 
Roundheads, 64 

Rousseau (r6o's5'), J. J., 175, 195-200 
Rouvier (roo'vya'), Maurice. 656 
Royal Academy of Science (Berlin), 182 ; 
(Paris), 182 ; Royal Society of London, 
182 

Royalists, French, 254, 264, 268, 561 
Rubber, 5, 591, 595 ff. 

Rubens, 37 

Ruble, the Russian, 786, 787 
Rudd, 600 

Ruhr, occupation of the, 773, 775, 795 
Rumania, Kingdom of, 634, 636, 662, 
719, 743> 746-48, 769, 823. See 

Moldavia and Walachia. 

Rump Parliament, 67 
Ruskin, John, 600 
Russell, Lord John, 589 
Russia, westernized by Peter the Great, 
iiiff. ; in_ Seven Years’ War, 124, 128; 
joins coalitions against France, 2S2, 
287, 288; alliance with France (1807), 
289; rupture with France (1812), 
297 ff. ; and the overthrow of Napoleon, 
300-01 ; and the Congress of Vienna, 
310-11, 315; and the Crimean War, 
371 ff. ; and the Austro-Prussian War, 
416; liberal reforms in (1855-1881), 
464 ff., 706; colonial expansion of, 
589, 610 ff. ; and the Boxer Rebellion, 
620-26; revolution in (1905), 626, 
706-07 ; and the League of the Three 
Emperors, 633 ; Turkish War and Con- 
gress of Berlin, 634-36; Reinsurance 
Treaty with Germany, 638; alliance 
with France (1894), 638-39; conven- 
tion with Great Britain (1907), 647- 
48 ; and the Paii-Siav movement, 661 ff. ; 
and the Bosnian and Balkan War crises, 
664-66 ; and the Sarajevo crisis, 668 ff. ; 
in the Great War, 682-83, 688, 702; 
revolution in (1917), 706, 710 ff. ; 

Peace of Brest-Litovsk, 71 1 ff. ; and the 
Fourteen Points, 719; and the armis- 
tice, 725; and subject nations, 739; 
and the Polish boundary, 741 ; woman 
suffrage in, 763; Bolshevik dictator- 
ship in, 782 ff. ; soviet constitution of 
1918, 784; under the soviet regime, 
782 ff., 806 ff. ; and World War II, 823, 
829, 84s, 849 ff. Map of, 870-71 
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Russian Socialist Federated Soviet Repub- 
lic, 784 __ 

Ruthenians (roo-the'm-ans), 660, 746 

Saar Valley, 731, 733, 794, 795 
Sadowa (sa'do-va), Battle of, 418 
Safety, Committee of, 254 
Saint-Cloud (saN'kloo'), 264-65, 441 
Saint-Germain (saN'-zher'maN'), Treaty 
of, 726 

St. Helena, 304 

St. Mihiel (saN'me'yel'), 686 

St. Peter’s, 37 

St. Petersburg (Petrograd, Leningrad), 
1 13 

Saint-Pierre (.saN'-pyir'), Abbe de, 206 
St. Quentin (saN-kaN'taN'), 714 
Saint-Simon (saN'se'moN'), Claude Henri, 
308, 337, 532 

Saint-Simon, Louis, 90-91, 96-97 
St. Vincent, 134 
Saionji (sl'6n-je), Marquis, 727 
Salisbury, Lord, 491, 616 
Salonika (sa'16-ne'ka), 666 
Salzburg (zalts'bdbrK), 31 1 
San Marino (san mii-re'no), 379 
San Stefano (san sta'fa-no), 634, 636 
Santayana, George, 13 
Sarajevo (sa'ra-ya-v6) crisis, 666 ff. 
Sardinia, Island of, 99 
Sardinia, Kingdom of, created 1720, 99; 
acquisitions in Lombardy, 121 ; and the 
first Coalition, 243 ,* annexed to France, 
285; restored in 1815, 311; takes lead 
in unification of Italy, 381 £f. ; liberal 
government under Cavour, 385 ; enters 
Crimean War, 388 ; alliance with 
Napoleon III, 388-89; war with Aus- 
tria, 393-94 ; enlarged by the plebiscites 
of 1859-1860, 397-98, 402; merged in 
Kingdom of Italy, 402 
Saturday Emting Post, 3 
Sault Sainte Marie (soo'sant ma'ri), 122 
Savoy, Duke of, 99 

Savoy, Duchy of, 99 ; province of, ceded to 
France, 390, 397 
Saxons, 24 

Saxony, 108, 124, 280, 303, 310, 416 
Sazonov, Serghei, 668 ff. 
Schimmelpenninck, 285 
Schleswig-Holstein question, 413 ff., 421 
Schmoller, Gustave, 540 
Schools. See Education. 

Schopenhauer (sho'pen-how'er), 355 
Science, influence of on modem civiliza- 
tion, 2, II ; among the Greeks, 17; 
in the Renaissance, 37 ; in the 17th and 
1 8th centuries, 175 ff. ; in the 19th and 
20th centuries, 501-23 ; and population, 
502-06; and increase of wealth, 506- 
09; and growth of cities, 509-12; 
and economic interdependence, 512- 
17; and the conditions of modern life, 


517-21 ; and the rise of social and 
international conflicts, 521-23 
“Scientific” socialism. See Socialism. 
Scott, Walter, 335 

Sculpture, Greek, 15 ; Renaissance, 37 
Secret ballot, 477 
Secret treaties, 702, 710, 736 
Secretariat of the League of Nations, 756 
Secularization, Act of, 280 
Sedan, Battle of, 447 
Seleucid (se-lu'sid) Empire, 16 
Self-determination of nations. See Gov- 
ernment, Extension of popular; Nation- 
alism ; Hitler. 

Seneca, 20 
Separation Law, 570 
Separatists, 59, 65 
September massacres, 240 
Serbia, Kingdom of, 634, 636; and the 
Bosnian crisis, 660 ff . ; and the Balkan 
Wars, 664 ff. ; and the Sarajevo crisis, 
667-68; in the Great War, 688; and 
the Fourteen Points, 719; absorbed in 
Yugoslavia, 747 

Serfdom. See Peasants ; Manor. 
Settlement of 1815, 309 
Sevastopol, 373-74> 830 
Seven Bishops, 72 

Seven Years’ War, 122 ff. See map, 135. 

Sevigne (saVen'ya'), Madame de, 96 

Sevres (sa'vri), Treaty of, 726, 736 

Seymour, Admiral, 607 

Shanghai, 816 

Shantung, 612, 736, 737 

Shaw, G. B., 576-77 

Sheffield, 328-29 

Shell shock, 699 

Shimonoseki (she'mo-no-sa'ke), 611-12 

Ship money, 58 

Siberian railroad, 612 

Sicily, 99, 1 16, 285, 399-402 

Sieyes (sya'yesQ, Abbe, 212, 264 

Silesia, 120-21, 124, 134 

Sinn Fein (shin fan), 764 

Sister republics, 279, 284-85 

Sixteenth of May, crisis of, 561-62 

Slavery, 336, 470 

Slavophiles (slav'6-fils), Russian, 467 

Slavs, 660 ff., 743, 750 

Slovakia, declares independence, 823 

Slovaks, 660, 745 

Slovenes, 660 

Smith, Adam, 481 

Smolensk (smo-lyensk'), battle of, 298; 830 
Smuts, Jan, 754 
Snowden, Philip, 578, 581 
Social classes, in the Middle Ages, 29-30 ; 
in i8th century France, 145-62, 168; 
in the French Revolution, 227-28; in 
Russia, 464-67, 782-87 
Social conflict in nineteenth century, 547 ff. 
Social Contract, Rousseau, 200 
Social Democratic Federation, 576, 578 
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Social Democratic party, Austrian, 538. 
See Political parties. 

Social-Democratic Labor party, German, 
538, 551-60. See Political parties. 
Social insurance laws, British, 581 ; Ger- 
man, 554, 559 ; French, 571 
Social refonn, in France, 227-29, 570-71; 
in Germany, 551, 558 ff., 772 ; in Great 
Britain, 470, 579 h-,* in Italy, 779-82; 
in Russia, 466, 786 ff. 

Social revolution, Marx and, 536, 558 
Social Revolutionary party, Russian, 707, 

709. See Political parties. 

Socialism, utopian, 337, 532; and the 

Revolution of 1848, 342 ff. ; and Na- 
poleon III, 36S; “scientific,” S3i-36» 
540, 543, 5SL 558, 565, 571, 575 , TSq, 
809; Christian and State, 540; anti- 
religious and anti-patriotic character of, 
542, 789; and colonial expansion, 595; 
and Fascism, 778 ff. ; and syndicalism, 
571; in Great Britain, 576 ; in France, 
342, 368, 564-71 ; in Germany, S5i-6o» 
802 ; in Italy, 778 ff. ; in Russia, 707, 

710, 784 ff. 

Socialist political parties. See Political 
parties, Socialist. 

Socrates (sok'ra-tez), 2, 3, 15 
Soissons (swa'soN'), 686, 716 
Solferino, Battle of, 393 
Somme (som), Battle of, 692 ff. 

Sonnino (son-ne'no), Baron, 735 
Sophocles (s6f'6-klez), 15 
South Africa, 486 ff., 736 
South African War, 579, 616-19 
South German states, 420-21, 428 ff., 453 
South Sea Company, 106 
Southern Australia, 485 
Sovereignty, 9 

Soviet (so'vyet') republics, 742, 784; 

union of, 784 
Soviets, 708, 710 

Spain, part of the Roman Empire, 19; 
Kingdom of, 27; and Louis XIV, 97, 
99; allied with France, 105; colonial 
rivalry with*^ England, 106-07 1 ^^id the 
War of the Polish Succession, 116; 
and the War of the Austrian Succession, 
1 21; and the Seven Years’ War, 130, 
134; joins coalition against France, 
243, 248-49 ; conquered by Napoleon, 
29s ff. ; restored to the Bourbons, 31 1 ; 
revolution in (1820), 317, (1868),, 433; 
and the Spanish throne question, 434; 
colonial empire of, 99, 588, 590; war 
with United States, 613 ff. ; in Morocco, 
646 ; Civil War of 1936, 810 
Spanish American War, 613 ff. 

Spanish Armada, 106 
Spanish Succession War, 97 
Spanish throne question, 433''34, 44© 
Spirit of the Laws, Montesquieu, 194 
Stalin, Joseph, 806 ff., 830, 850, 853 


Starnp Act, 136, 479 
Stanislas (stan'Is-las), 1 14-15 
Stanley, Henry M., 595-96 
State farms in Russia (sovkhozes), 807 
State socialism, 540, 770-71 
States of the Church (Papal States), an- 
nexed to France, 297 ; restored to Pope, 
31 1 ; and the Revolution of 1848, 347; 
and the unification of Italy, 403-04, 
451 ; and the Law of Papal Guarantees, 
452 ; and Mussolini, 781 
Steam engine, Stephenson’s, 512 
Steamboat, Fulton’s, 512 
Stephenson, George, 512 
Strasbourg, 97, 445 
Stresemann, Gustav, 797 
Strikes, labor, 530-31; British, 576, 767; 
French, 572-73 ; German, 775 ; Italian, 
777-78; Russian, 708 
Subjection of Women, Mill, 763 
Submarines, 691-92, 704-05, 712, 714 
Sudan, Egyptian, 615-18 
. Sudeten Germans, 82 2 
Suez Canal, 608, 765, S29 
Suffrage, in Austria-Hungary, 427, 770; 
Belgium, 325; France, 227, 23S, 254, 
319, 344, 360; Germany, 409, 423, 
558, 770, 771 ; Great Britain, 326, 333- 
34, 477-78, 763; Italy, 381, 779; new 
states of eastern Europe, 770 ; Russia, 
784-85; woman, 763. See Govern- 
ment, extension of popular. 

Sully, Duke of, 205 

Summa Theologica, Thomas Aquinas, 33 
Sumner, Charles, 341 
Supreme Economic Council, Russian, 7S6 
Surplus capital, and colonial expansion, 
593-95, 603-07, 612-13. See Colonial 
expansion; Revolution, Industrial. 
Sweden, 113, 200, 243, 287, 763, 768 
Swedish Pomerania, 310 
Switzerland, 9, 168, 239, 263-64, 280, 290, 
314, 768 

Syndicalism, 571-73 
Syndicates, Italian, 780 
Synod, French (1681), 92; Russian, 113 
Syria, 16, 736-37 

Taff-Vale Decision, 577 
Taft, William H., 754 
Taille (ta'y’), the, 84, 154, 165 
Talleyrand (ta'leTiiN'), C. M., Bishop of 
Autun, 142, 279, 285-86, 301, 310, 322- 
23, 762 

Tangier, 655, 657 
Tanks, 697 

Tannenberg, Battle of, 688 
Tardieu (tar'dyu'), Andre, 656 
Tasmania, 485 

Taxes, 56-58, 62, 74, 153 ff., 215, 267, 583 
Telegraph, 4, 11, 512 
Telephone, 513 
Temple, the, 238 
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Terror, French Reign of, 239, 2420., 
24s ff., 251, 253; Russian, 783 
Terrorists, Russian, 469, 537 
Tetzel, 40 

Tewfik (tu'fik), Khedive of Egypt. 607 
Theologians, medieval, 32 
Thermidor, 10, 254 
Thessaly, 666 ^ 

Thierry (tye'reO, August, 335 
Thiers (ty§.r), Adolphe, 288, 322, 357, 
449, 456 ff. 

Third French Republic, 447, 458 ff. 
See France. 

Thirty Years’ World War of the i8th 
century, 114 ft., 134 
Thrace, 666, 736 
Tilsit, treaties of, 288 
Tithes, church, 31, 153, 229 
Tobago (to-ba'go), 134 
Tocqueville (tok'veF), Alexis de, 492 
Toleration, Voltaire and, 188 
Toleration Act, English, 74 
Tolstoy (t61-stoi'), Leo, 467, 537 
Tonkin, 589, 610 
Tonnage and poundage duties, 56 
Tory party. See Political parties. 

Toul, 450, 684 
Toulon (too'IoN'), 243 

Toulouse__(t6o'l66z')7 tqt-92 

Tours (toor), 447 
Tower of London, 73 
Trade and Navigation Acts, 479 
Trade unions, British, 575 ff. See Labor 
unions. 

Trade Union Congress, 575, 578 
Transjordan, 737 
Transvaal, 486, 597 5., 616 ff. 
Transylvania, 747 

Treaties, Aix-la-Chapelle (1748), 121 ; 
Amiens (1802), 267; Baden (1714). 99 »' 
Basel (179s), 249, 281; Berlin (1878), 
634; Brest-Litovsk (1918), 711-13; 
Bucharest (1913), 666; Campo-For- 
mio (1797), 262, 281 ; Concordat 

(1801), 272, (1929), 781 ; Dover (1670), 
71; Franco-American (1778), 215; 
Franco-Bavarian (1805), 2S2; Franco- 
Dutch (1806), 286; Frankfurt (1871), 
448-50; Hubertsburg (1763), 134; 

Kalish (1813), 300; Lausanne (1923), 
736-37; Locarno (1925), 797; London 
(1912), 666; London {igis), 734,* 
London (1930), 799; Luneville (1801), 
267, 281; Neuiliy (1919), 726; Paris 
(1763), 134; Paris (1783), 137; Paris 
(1814-1815), 302, 304; Paris (1856), 
374-75 ; Plombi^res (1858), 388 ; Prague 
(1866), 420; Pressburg (1805), 283; 
Quadruple alliance (1815), 315; Ra- 
statt (1714), 99; Rhine Confeteation 
(1806), 284; Saint-Germain (1919), 
726; San Stefano (1878), 634; Sevres 
(1920), 726, 736-37; Shimonoseld 


(189s), 611; Tilsit (1807), 288-89; 
Trianon (1920), 726; Triple Alliance 
(1879, 1882), 636-37; Triple Entente 
(1894, 1904, 1907), 638-39, 643, 646- 
47; Versailles (1756, 1757), 124; Ver- 
sailles (1919), 726, 730, 736, 739, 741- 
42, 755 758-59; Vienna (1736), 116; 

Vienna (1809), 296; Vienna (1814- 
is), 310; Utrecht (1713), 99; Wash- 
ington (1922), 798; Westminster (1756), 
124; Westphalia (1648), 109; Zurich 

(1859), 396 

Treaty ports in China, 609-10 
Treitschke (trlch'ke), Heinrich von, 431, 
6S3 

Trench warfare, 695-96, 699 
Trentino. See Tyrol. 

Treves (Trier), 108, 532 
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